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INDEX  AND  SUMMARY  OF  H.  R.  11767 


Mar. 

28, 

1958 

House  Appropriations  Coimittee  reported  H.  R. 
11767  without  amendment.  H.  Rept.  No.  l58i|. 
Print  of  bill  and  report. 

Apr. 

1# 

1958 

House  passed  H.  R.  U767  without  amendment. 

Apr. 

2, 

1958 

H.  R.  11767  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  referred. 

Apr. 

17, 

1958 

Senate  Appropriations  Subcommittee  ordered 

H.  R.  11767  reported  with  amendments. 

Apr. 

18, 

1958 

Senate  committee  reported  H*  R.  11767  with  amend¬ 
ments.  S.  Report  No.  lU38.  Print  of  bill  and 

report. 

Apr. 

21, 

1958 

Senate  passed  H.  R.  11767  as  reported. 

Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 

May 

12, 

1958 

House  conferees  were  appointed. 

May 

tt. 

1958 

Conferees  met,  but  did  not  conclude  work. 

May 

19, 

1958 

Conferees  continued  meeting. 

May 

26, 

1958 

House  received  conference  report  on  H.  R.  11767. 
H.  Report  No.  1776.  Print  of  report. 

May 

27, 

1958 

Rouse  agreed  to  conference  report,  but  postponed 
further  consideration  of  amendments. 

May 

28, 

1958 

Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report. 

June 

13, 

1958 

Approved:  Public  Law  85-U59. 
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DIGE3T  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  85-459 


NPubllc  Law  85 >45 2  (H.  R.  7870)  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  COMPLETION  OF  INTER- AMERIC/ 
HIGHWAY  (approved  Jane  6,  1958).  Amends  the  Act  of  July  1,  1955,  so  as  tt 
authbrize  an  additional  $10,000,000  for  completion  of  the  construction 
the  Inbqr-American  Highwaye 

Public  LawBj-454  (H.  R.  9291)  IMPORT  DUTIES  ON  RUBBER-SOLED  FOOTGEAR 


(approved  JunO\ll,  1958).  Amends  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  so  as, 
ject  to  import  duty  rubber- soled  footwear  with  uppers  compoaea 
area  of  the  outer  surface  of  wool,  cotton,  ramie,  animal  hdir, 
or  other  synthetic  t&Uiile,  or  silk,  including  substitutes  for 
tion  of  any  of  the  foregoing  (but  excluding  any  other/ifiaterial 
Provides  that  this  amendment  shall  become  ef  fective/as  soon  as 
as  specified  by  the  President^,  but  not  later  thai)/Sept ember  1, 


o  make  sub¬ 
in  greater 
fiber,  rayon 
or  combina- 
superimposed) . 
practicable, 
1958. 


Public  Law  85-456  (H.  R.  12602)  TRANSFER  OF  COTTON  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  DUE  TO 
NATURAL  DISASTER  (approved  June  11^\1958) . /Amends  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938  so  as  to  provide  thab^  irr  counties  where  1958  farm  cotton 
acreage  allotments  cannot  be  timely  plstnted  or  replanted  because  of  a 
natural  disaster,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  authorize  all  or  a  part 
of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  to  he  transferred  to  another  farm,  except  to 
a  farm  covered  by  a  1953  acreage/reserve  contract  for  cotton,  in  the  same 
county  or  in  an  adjoining  coupty  for  the  planting\of  cotton  in  1958, 

Public  Law  85-457  (H.  J.  R^s.  624)  ADDITIONAL  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS, 

1958  (approved  June  13^/^958)  ,  Appropriates  $20,000,00b\to  the  Small  Business 
Administration  for  additional  business  loans  and  disaster  Loans  in  areas  of 
excessive  rainfally^and  $665,700,000  to  the  Labor  DepartmentSs^or  additional 
unemployment  compensation  payments  to  qualified  persons,  including  former 
Federal  employe 

Public  Law ^5-458  (H.R.7454)FREE  IMPORTATION  OF  RECORDINGS  AND  FILM  (df proved 
June  13,/958).  Amends  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  so  as  to  permit  the  free 
portation  of  sound  recordings,  slides  and  transparencies,  and  to  permit  cei 
tain/schools  and  other  institutions  to  import  free  of  duty  any  exposed  or  de^ 
veToped  picture  film  for  the  encouragement  of  the  arts,  science,  or  education 
mder  certain  conditions. 


Public  Law  85-459  (H.  R.  11767)  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1959  (approved  June  13,  1958).  Provides 
annual  appropriations  for  regular  activities  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  for  fiscal  year  1959  in  the  amount  of  $1,431,475,653.  The  Act  also 
authorizes  borrowings  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  fcr  loans  in  the 
amount  of  $594,000,000,  exclusive  of  contingency  authorizations.  Title  II 
of  the  Act  authorizes  the  restoration  of  the  capital  impairment  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  the  amount  of  $1,760,399,886,  and  it  further 
provides  for  a  CCC  corporate  administrative  expense  limitation  of  $35,398,000, 
of  which  $1,000,000  would  be  available  for  strengthening  the  Corporation's 
sales  program.  Title  III  of  the  Act  provides  limitations  on  administrative 
expenses  totaling  not  to  exceed  $3,818,000  for  the  Farm  Credit  Administration. 
Permanent  appropriations  for  1959  are  available  in  the  estimated  amount  of 
$261,064,762.  (At  the  end  of  this  digest  is  a  table  of  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year  1959,  including  all  supplemental  appropriations  to  date,  and  for 
1957  and  1958.  Fiscal  year  1958  figures  on  the  table  include  transfers  for 
pay  act  costs.) 
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Items  of  major  significance  in  the  Act  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
including  amounts  of  increase  or  decrease  over  1958  (exclusive  of  transfers 
for  pay  act  costs)  are  as  follows: 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE:  $155,306,593  appropriated,  net  increase 
of  $19,993,750  above  1958,  Changes  include:  Salaries  and  expenses  •*-  an 
increase  of  $3,126,250  for  research  of  which  $2,300,000  is  for  utilization 
research  —  offset  by  decreases  of  $1,882,500,  primarily  due  to  elimination 
of  non-recurring  construction  funds;  increase  of  $17,050,000  for  plant  and 
animal  disease  and  pest  control,  primarily  for  the  brucellosis  eradication 
program  to  offset  the  elimination  of  $17,400,000  transferred  from  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  for  this  purpose  in  1958;  and  increase  of 
$500,000  for  meat  inspection  activities.  Payments  to  States  -  an  increase 
of  $1,200,000  to  strengthen  and  expand  research  programs  of  the  State  Agri¬ 
cultural  Experiment  Stations. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE  (principally  payments  to  States):  $63,159,395  appro¬ 
priated,  a  net  increase  of  $2,923,855  over  1958,  primarily  for  payments  to 
States.  ^ 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE:  Conservation  operations  -  $74,780,000  ap¬ 
propriated  (increase  of  $2,235,000  primarily  to  provide  for  the  staffing  of 
.new  soil  conservation  districts  in  1958  and  1959) ;  Watershed  protection  - 
(same  as  1958);  Flood  prevention  -  $18,000,000  appropriated 
(increase  of  $4,780,000  to  permit  acceleration  of  work  on  eleven  authorized 
watersheds);  Great  Plains  Conservation  Program  -  $10,000,000  appropriated 
(same  as  1958) „ 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM:  $235,000,000  appropriated  which, 
together  with  balances  available  under  the  1956  program,  will  provide  the 
full  $250,000,000  authorized  for  the  1958  program.  Of  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated,  not  to  exceed  $24,698,000  (same  as  1958)  is  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses.  The  Act  also  provides  for  a  program  authorization  of  $250,000,000 
for  the  1959  crop  year,  of  which  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical 
assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practice 
and  $1,000,000  for  conservation  practices  related  directly  to  flood  preven-  ^ 
tion  work  in  approved  watersheds. 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE:  Marketing  research  and  service  - 
$34,854,000  appropriated  (increase  of  $5,162,400  primarily  for  mandatory 
poultry  inspection);  Payments  to  States  -  $1,160,000  appropriated  (same  as 
1958);  School  Lunch  Program  -  $110,000,000  appropriated  (increase  of 
$10,000,000  to  expand  school  lunch  program,,  Act  also  provides  that 
$35,000,000  shall  be  transferred  from  Section  32  funds  for  purchases  of 
agricultural  commodities  for  distribution  to  schools) . 

SOIL  BANK  PROGRAMS:  Conservation  Reserve  Program  -  $200,000,000  ap¬ 
propriated  (increase  of  $37,060,000  primarily  for  annual  rental  and  practice 
payments);  not  to  exceed  $16,000,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative 
expenses  (a  decrease  of  $2,000,000) ;  Act  also  limits  payments  to  producers 
to  $375,000,000  in  any  calendar  year.  Acreage  Reserve  Program  - 
$330,000,000  appropriated  (a  decrease  of  $270,000,000). 

COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE:  Acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas  -  $39,715,000  appropriated  (decrease  of  $1,000,000  due  to  reduced 
operating  costs  at  county  levels) ;  Sugar  Act  Program  -  $76,000,000  appropri¬ 
ated  (increase  of  $8,337,500  for  payments  to  producers). 
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RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION:  Loan  authorizations  - 
$384,500,000  consisting  of  $317,000,000  for  electrification  loans  (increase 
of  $138,000,000),  and  $67,500,000  for  telephone  loans  (increase  of 
$7,500,000)*  In  addition,  a  $25  million  contingency  fund  was  authorized 
for  each  program;  Salaries  and  expenses  -  $9,019,000  appropriated, 

FARMERS'  HOME  ADMINISTRATION:  Loan  authorizations  for  1959  were  the 
same  as  for  1958,  totaling  $209,500,000,  In  addition,  a  contingency  fund 
of  $20  million  was  established,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  may  be 
used  for  farm  ownership  loans  and  the  balance  for  farm  operating  loans; 

Salaries  and  expenses  -  $29,089,500  appropriated, 

Public  Law  85-462  (S.  734)  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  SALARY  INCREASE  ACT  OF  1958> 
(approved  June  20,  1958) ,  Provides  an  approximate  10  percent  increase/in 
the  rates  of  compensation  of  Federal  classified  employees,  effective/the 
first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  began  after  January  1,  1958/;  Pro¬ 
vides  coiqparable  increases  in  compensation  for  employees  of  the  Foreign 
Service  oik  the  State  Department,  and  of  the  legislative  and  judicial 
branches  ofNthe  Government,  Increases  from  $16,000  to  $17,500/  the  salary 
rate  of  grade\£S-18.  Authorizes  the  Budget  Bureau  to  provide  regulations 
for  the  absorption  of  pay  increase  costs  by  Federal  agencies  from  applicable 
appropriations  oit  funds  available  for  1958  and  succeeding^ fiscal  years,  to 
the  extent  deemed  practicable.  Provides  for  Civil  Service  Commission  ap¬ 
proval,  with  certain 'exceptions,  of  the  qualification^  of  proposed  appointees 
to  supergrade  posit ionk.  Increase  from  1,226  to  1,513  the  number  of  super¬ 
grade  positions  the  Civil^  Service  Commission  is  authorized  to  allocate  to 
Federal  agencies.  Authorizes  5  additional  scientific  and  professional  posi¬ 
tions  under  Public  Law  313,'80th  Congress,  (up/to  $19,000  per  annum)  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Redefines  the  level  of  difficulty  and  responsi¬ 
bility  of  work  in  grades  GS-5  and  GS-7  to  conform  more  accurately  to  current 
recruiting  requirements.  Expresses  it  as/the  sense  of  Congress  that  appro¬ 
priations  for  1959  for  extension  wot;k  and  experiment  stations  should  include 
additional  amounts  to  provide  comparable  pay  increases  for  persons  employed 
at  the  stations.  Redefines  the  meth<Kr|or  computing  the  biweekly,  weekly, 
daily,  and  hourly  rates  of  pay  for /employees  of  the  executive  and  judicial 
branches  of  the  Government.  Provides  tha£\ the  pay  increases  shall  be  ef¬ 
fective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  bilK for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  amount  of  insurance  for  which  an  employee  is  eligible  under  the  Federal 
Employees'  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954.  \ 

Public  Law  85-464  (H.  R./7953)  FACILITATE  AND  SIMPLIFY  WORK  OF  THE  FOREST 
SERVICE  (approved  June/20,  1958).  Provides  authorityv  to:  raise  the  limita¬ 
tion  on  reimbursement/ (from  $50  to  $2,500,  except  the  limitation  is  not 
raised  for  employee#  of  the  Forest  Service)  to  owners  of  rented  equipment 
under  verbal  agreement  for  damages  occurring  while  in  use  by  the  Forest 
Service;  contract  with  private  parties  to  train,  work,  and  Pare  for  Government- 
owned  pack  stohK  held  in  reserve  for  fire  emergency  purposes ;\:eimburse  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Forest  Service  for  loss  of,  or  damage  to,  clothihg  and  other 
personal  effects  from  fires,  floods,  or  other  casualties  at  place's  of  tempo¬ 
rary  storage  while  engaged  in  connection  with  such  casualties;  use  forest 
Service /appropriations  to  cover  costs  of  transporting  employees'  automobiles 
between  points  in  Alaska  in  connection  with  transfer  of  official  stations; 
notify  employees  at  isolated  locations  of  serious  illness  or  death  of  clo#e 
relatives,  and  pay  costs  of  transporting  such  employees  to  point  of  nearest^ 
public  transportation;  transfer  to  States  fire-lookout  towers  and  other 
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improvements  for  fire  control  when  no  longer  needed  by  the  Forest  Service 
but  of  value  to  States  in  their  fire-protective  systems,  provided  the  trans¬ 
ferred  property  would  revert  to  the  United  States  if  it  is  not  put  to  the  use 
for  which  transferred  within  2  years  after  the  transfer,  or  if  within  15 
years  after  the  transfer  it  ceases  for  a  period  of  2  years  to  be  used  for 
such  purpose;  broaden  existing  authority  to  pay  for  telephones  for  official 
use  in  private  residences;  use  moneys  received,  with  respect  to  lands  under 
the  administration  of  the  Forest  Service,  from  forfeiture  of  bond  or  deposits 
by  a  timber  purchaser  or  permittee  or  from  a  judgment  or  settlement  of  a 
claim  for  damages  to  land  or  improvements,  for  the  improvement,  protection, 
or  rehabilitation  work  on  such  lands  made  necessary  by  the  action  which  led 
to  the  forfeiture,  judgment,  or  settlement;  use  Forest  Service  appropriations 
for  payment  of  all  or  part  of  the  costs  of  publishing  scientific  or  tech¬ 
nical  articles  in  scientific  publications;  and  increase  the  present  limita¬ 
tion  for  purchase  of  administrative  sites  from  $25,000  to  $50,000  per  year. 


public  Law  85-465  (S.  72)  INCREASES  IN  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  ANNUITII 
(Approved  June  25,  1958) .  Provides  that  the  annuity  of  each  retired  ey(- 
ploy^e  or  Member  of  Congress  who,  on  August  1,  1958,  is  receiving  or/en-  f 
titledsto  receive  an  annuity  from  the  civil  service  retirement  and/uisability, 
fund  based  on  service  which  terminated  prior  to  October  1,  1956, /shall  be 
increased  lay  10  percent,  but  no  such  increase  shall  exceed  $5GO'/per  annum, 
effective  August  1,  1958.  Provides  a  10  percent  increase,  up/to  $250  per 
annum,  in  the  annuities  of  survivors  of  employees  and  Members  of  Congress. 
Provides  that  unremarried  widows  or  widowers  of  employees/who  had  completed 
at  least  10  years  of  creditable  service,  who  died  before  February  29,  1948, 
and  who  at  the  time  of  death  were  subject  to  an  act  fo;r  which  service  is 
creditable  for  retiremetvt  purposes,  are  entitled  to/receive  an  annuity  under 
certain  conditions.  Provides  that  annuities  and  increases  in  annuities  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  Act  shall  tertninate  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  on  or  after 
July  1,  1960,  unless  CongressN^hould  appropriate  funds  for  the  continuation 
of  such  annuities. 


Public  Law  85-466  (S.  3093)  EXTENSION  OP/EXPORT  CONTROL  ACT  (approved 
June  25,  1958).  Extends  the  Export  Control  Act  of  1949,  which  authorizes 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  regulate"  exports  on  the  basis  of  standards  re¬ 
lating  to  national  security,  foreign  policy^  and  domestic  shortages,  for  a 


period  of  two  years,  from  June  30,  1958,  to  June  30,  1960. 


Public  Law  85-467  (H.  J.  Res.  427)  USE  OF  LAND  TOR  4-H  CLUB  PURPOSES  IN  KERR 
COUNTY,  TEXAS  (approved  June  25,  1958).  Conveys  the  Federal  reversionary 
right  to  a  tract  of  land  in  Kerr  County,  Texas,  whictKwas  granted  to  the 
county  for  use  solely,  for  agricultural  purposes,  including  4-H  Club  purposes, 
for  25  years  from  195,6,  so  that  the  county  may  also  use  e^e  property  for 
recreational  purposes. 


Public  Law  85-4 


(H.  R.  10589)  GENERAL  GOVERNMENT  MATTERS  APPROPRIATION 
oved  June  25,  1958).  Includes  appropriations  for  che  Budget 
of  Economic  Advisers,  National  Security  Council,  Office  of 

niza- 


ACT,  1959 
Bureau, 

Defense  Mobilization,  President’s  Advisory  Committee  on  Government  Or' 
tion.  Emergency  Fund  for  the  President  (National  Defense) ,  and  Subversi 
Activities  Control  Board. 


Ludes  general  provisions  for  departments  and  agencies,  during  the  fiscal 
rear  1958,  as  follows: 


CONGRESSIONAL 

PROCEEDINGS 


j  OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTUR 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported  agricultural  appropriation  bill. 


) 


HOUSE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1959.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
without  amendment  this  bill,  H.  R.  11767  (H.  Rept.  1584).  p.  5088 


Representatives  of  the  Departnent  agencies  have  been  advised  in  detail  of 
the  Committee's  actions  on  the  estimates  for  the  Department.  Copies  of  the 
bill  and  committee  report  will  be  distributed  directly  to  the  agency  budget 
offices,  as  soon  as  received,  pursuant  to  a  distribution  list  that  has  been 
worked  out  with  the  Department  agencies.  The  agencies  will  receive  the 
material  at  the  same  time  this  office  will  receive  it.  The  material  will  not 
be  distributed  from  this  office.  In  general,  copies  should  be  obtained  from 
the  agency  budget  offices  rather  than  from  this  office. 

At  the  end  of  this  Digest  are  a  summary  comparison  of  the  Committee  actions 
with  the  1959  estimates  and  with  anticipated  funds  available  in  1958.,  ani 
|-  excernts  from  the  committee  report. 

2.  GENERAL  GOVERNMENT  MATTERS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1959.  The  Appropriations 
•  mibcee  submitted  a  supplemental  report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  10589  (H.  Rept. 
1^32,  Part  2).  p.  5087 


5. 


IRCHASING.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  J.  Rew, 
58 8,  to  provide  imu.fc-i.ate  appropriations  to  Government  civilian  agencies  of/ 
up  to  50%  of  the  amounts  set  forth  in  the  Budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1959  x or 
the  objects  "Supplies  and  Materials"  and  "Equipment"  in  order  to  accelerate 
planned  procurement  programs  (H.  Rept.  1583) ,  p.  5088 


4.  FORESTRY. \  Passed  without  amendment,  218  to  102,  S.  3262,  to  at 
grants  to\onstruct  Olympic  facilities  for  the  1960  winter  games 
Service  land..  Rejected  several  amendments  dealing  with  the  role 
Services  in  handling  the  games.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  tt 
pp.  5058-9,  5071-81 


Federal 
on/Forest 
the  Armed 
President. 


IMPORTS.  Passed  Without  amendment  H.  R.  11407,  to  extend  for  /two  years  the 
law  allowing  free  Importation  of  personal  and  household  goods  brought  into 
the  U.  S,  under  Government  orders,  pp.  5052-3 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10112,  to  make  permanent  the  existing 
privileges  of  free  importation  of  guar  seed,  p.  5053 


6.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Granted  the  House  Conferees  on  .  S. 
Act  of  1958,  until  midnight,  Mar.  28,  to  file  their 
Martin  and  Fallon  discussed  fhe  speed  with  which 
(p.  5057) .  The  Daily  Digest  reported:  "Conferee 
agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  the  diffe 


the  Flood-Control 
eport.  Reps.  McGregor, 
committee  acted 
,  in  executive  session, 

between  the  Senate  and 


V4 


House-passed  versions  of  S.  497,\j’lood  Control /Act  of  1958."  (p.  D274)  . 

7.  ROADS.  Disagreed  with  the  Senate  airifendment  to  H.  R.  9821,  the  road  authoriza¬ 

tion  bill,  and  appointed  conferees.  \^enate< conferees  were  appointed  Mar.  27. 
p.  5056 

Rep.  Curtis,  Mass.,  criticized  the  iWrease  in  the  Federal  share  of 
matched  grants  from  50  to  70%  of  the  cosk  for  the  $400  million  additional 
for  ABC  roads.  He  stated  that  such  " farm-to-market"  roads  as  might  be  helped 
were  of  "predominantly  local  interest:."  p.\5082 

8.  RECIPROCAL  TRADE.  Reps.  Bailey  Hoffman,  Kearns'-,  N&al ,  Bennett  (Mich.),  and 

Dorn  discussed  various  aspects  of  the  foreign  trade  programs  and  policies  of 
the  U.  S.  pp,  5056,  5083-5.  /  \ 

9.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Rep.  Westland  was  elected  a  member  of  the  Government 

Operations  Committee,  p.  5082 

10.  SOIL  BANK.  Received  from /this  Department  a  report  on  thev  conservation  reserve 
program  of  the  Soil  Bank  for  1957.  p.  5087 


11.  INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS.  Received  from  the  State  Departr 
report  on  the  extenf  and  disposition  of  U.  S.  contributions 
organizations  for  fiscal  year  1957  (H.  Doc.  360) .  p.  5087 


jnt  the  sixth 
international 


12.  RECLAMATION.  Received  a  Mass.  Legislature  memorial  urging  Congress  and  the 
President  to  enact  legislation  expanding  the  use  of  artificial  irrigation, 
p.  5089 


13.  LEGISLATIVE/PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  on  Mon.,  Mar.  31,  the  H^use 
would  consider  H.  J.  Res.  588,  to  accelerate  expenditures  for  planned  pro¬ 
curements  programs  through  advance  purchases  by  Government  agencies  againsl 
eventual  1959  appropriations,  to  be  followed  by  consideration  of  H.  R.  1058^ 
the  general  Government  matters  appropriation  bill  for  1959,  and  S.  1740,  to 
authorize  payment  from  the  Employees*  Life  Insurance  Fund  of  expenses  incurre< 
by/the  CSC  in  assuming  and  maintaining  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  certain 
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EXCERPTS  FRCM  THE  COMMITTEE  REPORT  ON  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 

The  Farm  Picture 

"Since  1952,  farm  income  from  the  farm  (including  increased  Federal  pay¬ 
ments)  has  gone  down.  Farm  costs  have  gone  up.  The  cost  of  the  farm  program 
to  the  Treasury  has  increased.  The  take  of  the  Middleman1  has  increased. 
Consumer  prices  have  gone  up.  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  holdings,  despite 
grants,  donations,  sales  for  foreign  currencies,  and  cash  sales  have  increased 
from  $2.5  billion  in  January,  1953  to  $7.2  billion  in  January,  1958. 

Employees  in  the  Department  have  increased  more  than  17,000  since  1952, 
from  67,406  as  of  December  31,  1952,  to  85,107  as  of  December  31,  1957*  The 
cost  of  operating  the  regular  programs  of  the  Department  has  increased  from 
$796  million  in  fiscal  year  1952  to  a  total  of  $1,729  million  for  fiscal  year 
1958. 

During  the  period  1952  through  1957,  price  supports  on  many  agricultural 
commodities  were  reduced  an  average  of  20  percent.  The  figures  set  forth 
below  show  that  the  economic  status  of  the  farmer  has  been  lowered  during  . 
this  period  in  direct  ratio  to  the  reduction  in  price  support  levels.  These 
figures  are  taken  from  official  Department  of  Agriculture  statistical  reports 
which  will  be  found  on  pages  54  through  71  of  Part  1  of  the  published  hearings 
on  the  1959  Budget  for  the  Department." 


Elimination  of  Small  Farmer  No  Answer 

"A  job  in  town  is  no  answer  to  the  problems  of  the  low-income  farmer, 
since  the  record  shows  that  he  has  averaged  only  about  $300  per  year  from 
such  employment.  Yet  the  principal  efforts  of  the  Department  during  the  past 
few  years  have  been  directed  toward  urging  farm  families  to  obtain  off-farm 
employment  and  to  move  off  their  small  farms. 

To  leave  the  farm  for  town  under  present  conditions  would  only  swell  the 
unemployment  rolls  now  estimated  at  over  5  million  people.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  it  may  soon  be  necessary  to  start  thinking  in  terms  of  moving  people 
back  to  the  farms  where  they  can  at  least  find  food  and  shelter.  1  - 

Further,  moving  the  small  farmers  off  their  farms  will  have  very  little 
effect  on  the  level  of  agricultural  production.  The  small  farms  contribute 
very  little  if  any  to  surpluses.  According  to  the  record,  small  farms,  which 
represent  58  percent  of  the  farms  of  the  nation  and  20  percent  of  the  acreage, 
produce  only  about  9  percent  of  farm  commodities  which  go  into  commercial 
channels. 

Therefore — if  all  small  farmers  were  removed  from  their  farms,  and  their 
land  were  allowed  to  remain  idle,  the  maximum  possible  reduction  of  surpluses 
would  be  9  percent.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  land  released  from  small 
farms  would  be  added  to  larger  producing  units  which,  being  more  efficient, 
would  increase  production  on  that  land  and  thereby  further  increase  surpluses." 

Government  Action  to  Combat  Business  Recession 

"It  is  interesting  to  note  that  current  efforts  to  combat  the  business 
recession  are  taking  the  form  of  additional  defense  and  public  works  expendi¬ 
tures.  It  is  disappointing  to  note  that  no  proposals  are  being  made  to 
bolster  farm  income  at  the  market  place. 
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"A  review  of  the  economic  history  of  the  United  States  will  show  that  every 
economic  recession  in  this  country  has  started  on  the  farm.  Every  recession 
has  been  preceded  by  a  period  of  reduced  income  to  the  agricultural  segment 
of  our  population.  Since  agriculture  is  the  principal  segment  of  our  economy 
which  generates  new  wealth,  it  is  inevitable  that  a  prolonged  depression  in 
agriculture  will  eventually  reflect  itself  in  more  aggravated  economic  dis¬ 
tress  throughout  the  rest  of  the  economy. 

The  figures  above  showing  the  substantial  decrease  in  level  of  farm  prices 
and  farm  income  since  1952,  with  its  disastrous  effect  on  farm  purchasing 
power,  demonstrate  a  major  reason  why  the  nation  is  experiencing  a  business 
recession  at  the  present  time.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  reduced  income  of 
the  farm  population  now  unable  to  maintain  its  normal  purchases  is  one  of  the 
major  reasons  that  there  are  an  estimated  5  million  unemployed  workers  walk¬ 
ing  the  streets  of  our  major  cities  today. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  pump-priming  through  increased  military 
expenditures  is  only  temporary  relief  at  best.  The  only  action  which  would 
liave  long-range  benefits  would  be  to  bolster  farm  income  at  the  market  place 
through  price  support  levels  that  will  assure  the  farmer  a  fair  return  for 
what  he  produces.  Only  by  regaining  a  proper  balance  between  agriculture, 
industry  and  labor  can  we  regain  a  sound  economy.  It  is  only  through  addi¬ 
tional  income  for  the  producers  of  raw  materials,  the  foundation  of  the 
economic  ladder,  that  our  economy  can  be  restored  on  a  basis  which  will 
support  the  rest  of  our  economy  at  the  prosperous  level  which  this  country 
has  experienced  for  a  number  of  years. 

This  is  not  a  partisan  matter.  It  is  a  matter  which  affects  every  citizen 
of  the  United  States- -and  of  the  entire  world.  We  must  preserve  our  agri¬ 
cultural  economy,  if  we  are  to  protect  the  economic  health  of  every  part  of 
our  society." 


Operations  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

"The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  a  Ik  billion  dollar,  United  States 
Government -owned,  corporation  handling  billions  of  dollars  worth  of  United 
States  investments.  Perhaps  no  group  anywhere,  not  even  the  commissioners 
of  our  regulatory  agencies,  is  subject  to  as  much  pressure  as  are  the  officers 
and  other  people  in  the  Department  who  run  this  vast  operation.  Their  decisions 
involve  billions  of  dollars;  and  each  decision  can  easily  provide  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  of  profits  to  private  interests,  and  even  determine  to 
which  private  interests  such  profits  would  go  with  detriment,  many  times,  to 
other  private -interest  competitors.  Many  millions  of  dollars  in  losses  to 
the  Government  can  follow  decisions,  which  are  charged  up  to  the  farm  programs. 

Certainly,  the  officers  of  this  huge  Corporation  should  be  ever  aware  that 
as  such  officers  they  have  a  responsibility  to  protect  the  people’s  invest¬ 
ment  of  billions  of  dollars  in  the  assets  of  the  Corporation. 

Our  hearings  indicate  that  in  recent  years  such  responsibility,  in  numerous 
instances,  seems  to  have  been  overlooked  to  a  considerable  degree.  Major 
administrative  decisions  appear  to  have  been  made  prior  to  and  sometimes  with¬ 
out  a  thorough  and  objective  opinion  from  the  General  Counsel.  Copies  of 
several  legal  opinions,  submitted  to  the  Committee,  show  little  objectivity 
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as  to  the  law,  but  appear  to  have  been  written  to  support  or  underwrite  desires 
or  even  prior  decisions.  In  at  least  one  instance,  such  an  opinion  amounts  to 
little  more  than  an  expression  of  opinion  that  the  Corporation  could  get  by 
with  such  action  as  is  contemplated. 

These  recommendations  are  made  because  of  the  magnitude  and  importance  of 
this  Corporation  and  are  believed  sound.  They  are  not  to  be  taken  as  a  re¬ 
flection  on  any  individual,  but  rather  on  the  system." 

Need  for  Formal  Hearings 

"After  hearings  on  the  operations  of  this  Corporation,  the  Committee  is 
convinced  that  the  Department  should  provide  for  formal  hearings,  with  notice 
gj.ven  in  advance,  on  any  major  action  or  change  of  policy  being  considered  by 
the  officers  of  the  Corporation.  Such  hearings  should  be  printed  and  released 
to  the  public,  together  with  copies  of  any  orders  issued  and  reasons  therefor. 

For  the  protection  of  the  officers  and  other  top  level  employees ,  such 
officers  and  employees  should  be  required  to  report  any  contact  or  efforts  by  fi. 
any  firm  or  individual  to  influence  them;  and  such  report  should  be  made  a 
matter  of  public  record.*' 

Necessity  for  Continuing  the  Present  Export  Sales  Program 

"The  charter  of  the  CCC  provides,  and  has  always  provided,  for  sale  of  all 
Corporation-owned  commodities  in  world  trade  at  competitive  prices.  For  years 
the  Department  did  not  use  this  authority,  but  offered  such  commodities  at  a 
fixed  price,  which  resulted  in  holding  an  umbrella  over  world  markets  and  a 
geatly  increased  world  production.  The  amount  of  increase  in  foreign  produc¬ 
tion  during  this  period  when  the  Department  held  United  States  commodities  off 
wrld  markets,  as  shown  by  an  investigation  of  this  Committee  is  staggering. 

At  the  instance  of  this  Committee,  in  1954  the  Department  finally  offered 
a  limited  number  of  commodities  at  competitive  prices  in  world  markets,  sell¬ 
ing  them  for  approximately  485  million  American  dollars.  Subsequent  to  that, 
under  urging  by  the  Committee  the  Corporation  finally,  in  1955 >  offered  all 
commodities  held  by  it,  except  cotton,  in  world  trade  at  competitive  prices 
through  regular  trade  channels.  This  action  came  after  the  Committee,  in  its 
report,  had  provided  special  funds  for  a  sales  manager  and  a  sales  program, 
pointing  out  that  the  Corporation  was  derelict  in  having  no  real  sales  policy 
and  no  sales  manager.  The  resulting  sales  for  dollars  reached  the  high  level 
of  $2.2  billion  for  the  fiscal  year  1955* 

In  January  1956,  under  continuing  pressure  from  the  Committee,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  under  its  general  authority,  finally  offered  one  million  bales  of  cotton 
in  world  trade  at  competitive  prices.  Officials  expressed  the  hope  that  they 
might  sell  this  million  bales  within  six  months.  Actually,  the  cotton  was 
sold  for  dollars  in  less  than  two  months.  Thereafter,  for  a  period  of  months, 
Department  officials  kept  promising  to  make  further  offerings.  Holdings  of 
the  CCC,  including  cotton  under  loan,  had  reached  13.4  million  bales  on 
December  31,  1955*  After  three  successive  dates  on  which  officials  of  the 
Department  had  promised  to  seel  but  failed  to  do  so,  the  Congress  passed  the 
Export  Sales  Act  of  1956,  requiring  the  Department  to  use  its  existing  author¬ 
ity  to  sell  cotton  and  other  commodities  competitively,  in  order  to  regain 
and  retain  world  markets.  In  such  Act,  Congress  directed  that  United  States 
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supplies,  surplus  to  domestic  demand,  tie  made  available  to  the  buyers  of  the 
world  on  a  competitive  basis,  as  authorized  in  the  Charter  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  The  new  policy  was  accepted  abroad  and,  in  the  judgment 
of  the  Committee,  gave  confidence  to  users  of  American  commodities  that  the 
U.S.A.  would  continue  to  produce  cotton  and  other  commodities,  and  would  make 
Government  stocks  available  in  world  markets  on  a  competitive  basis. 

In  fiscal  year  1956,  exports  for  dollars  totalled  $2.1  billion,  including 
1, 177*8^2  bales  of  cotton.  In  fiscal  year  1957>  exports  for  dollars  reached 
a  total  of  $2.8  billion,  including  7,764,962  bales  of  cotton.  These  exports 
for  dollars  were  under  the  competitive  sales  program,  always  authorized  but 
not  used  until  insisted  upon  by  this  Committee.  These  commodities  moved 
through  regular  trade  channels." 

Proposed  Substitute 

"The  Committee  has  been  distrubed  during  the  present  hearings  to  find 
that  the  Department  is  contemplating  the  elimination  of  this  competitive 
sales  program  and  the  substitution  of  an  export  subsidy  arrangement,  whereby 
the  stocks  of  CCQ  assets  of  the  Corporation,  would  be  transferred  to  American 
exporters  who  exported  commodities  from  their  own  stocks. 

From  the  testimony,  it  is  not  clear  that  authority  exists  for  thus  dis¬ 
posing  of  CCC  assets,  with  the  exception  of  wheat,  where  the  CCC  has  additional 
authority  under  the  International  Wheat  Agreement. 

This  action  is  being  planned,  notwithstanding  the  proven  value  of  the 
competitive  export  sales  program,  and  notwithstanding  the  requirements  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1956. 

The  Department  urges  this  change  for  cotton,  because  of  a  shortage  of 
cotton  for  export  needs.  Yet  the  hearings  show  that  2  million  bales  of  CCC 
cotton  heretofore  sold  and  committed  to  the  export  market  have  not  been 
shipped  out  of  the  country.  In  addition,  the  CCC  has  on  hand  now  more  than 
1.5  million  bales  and  holds  loans  on  more  than  3  million  bales,  subject  to 
call  by  August  1,  1958*  This  makes  a  total  of  6.5  million  bales  now  in  this 
country  which  could  be  used  to  meet  export  market  needs. 

These  facts  raise  questions  as  to  whether  the  need  for  an  additional  system 
for  exports  is  as  acute  as  has  been  claimed.  The  Department  testified  that 
a  considerable  part  of  this  cotton  is  of  inferior  grade  and  quality,  for  which 
there  is  little  demand.  It  follows,  however,  if  the  Corporation  does  not  sell 
such  cotton  during  a  period  of  relatively  short  supply,  it  is  doubtful  if  it 
will  ever  sell. 

The  Committee  points  out  that,  in  order  to  preserve  the  full  authority  of 
the  Corporation  to  support  farm  prices,  and  in  order  to  protect  its  capital 
iructure,  the  Congress  is  now  required  to  restore  to  such  Corporation  the 
difference  between  what  it  has  invested  and  what  such  commodities  sell  for. 

But  under  the  export  subsidy,  with  payment  in  kind  proposed,  the  Congress 
would  be  required  to  appropriate  sums  equal  to  the  full  amount  such  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  invested  in  commodities  transferred  to  private  firms  or  individuals. 

These  facts,  when  taken  with  the  obligation  of  the  officers  of  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  to  protect  its  assets  and  its  capital  impairment,  and  thereby  hold 
down  appropriations  from  the  Treasury,  raise  further  doubts  as  to  the  wisdom 
of  substituting  this  proposal  for  the  proven  competitive  sales  program. 
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"The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  such  a  program,  as  a  substitute,  in 
no  way  compares  with  the  soundness  of  the  present  competitive  sales  program. 
Such  a  proposal  if  substituted  for  the  competitive  program,  could  do  untold 
damage  to  the  confidence  we  have  gained  with  the  foreign  buyers  and  users  of 
American  products  and  would  lead  them,  once  again,  to  believe  that  there  was 
no  consistency  in  U.S.  policies  on  sales,  and  that  they  would  have  to  expect 
changes  from  year  to  year. 

The  Committee  would  point  out  that  other  countries  sell  what  they  produce 
and  don't  need  at  what  the  market  will  bring.  Under  such  program,  which  we 
have  effectively  used  in  recent  years,  the  buyers  have  the  opportunity  to 
support  the  world  price  by  their  bids,  whereas  under  any  export  subsidy  program 
our  Government  would  take  the  responsibility  for  fixing  the  price.  This  would 
create  dangers  of  once  again  holding  an  umbrella  over  world  markets.  Further, 
the  designation  of  the  differential  as  a  subsidy  would  be  the  basis  of  a  charge 
by  our  competitors  that  we  were  dumping. 

The  Committee  also  would  point  out  that  any  fixing  of  an  export  subsidy, 
without  a  continuance  of  present  competitive  sales  from  CCC  stocks,  would  lencjL. 
itself  to  all  kinds  of  pressures  from  international  operators  and  domestic 
mills.  Such  a  subsidy  could  be  reduced  to  a  point  of  creating  a  virtual 
embargo  on  exports,  or  it  could  be  increased  to  give  a  real  bonanza  to  exporters 
In  the  absence  of  competitive  sales  by  CCC,  it  could  enable,  or  at  least  provide 
an  opportunity  for  the  'trade',  particularly  the  international  firms,  to  manipur- 
late  both  domestic  and  world  prices,  and  could  lead  to  an  umbrella  over  foreign 
production  and  expansion.  It  could  easily  be  to  the  interest  of  such  inter¬ 
national  firms  to  raise  world  prices  by  holding  United  States  commodities  off 
world  markets,  thereby  enabling  themselves  to  make  profits  on  their  holdings 
in  other  countries,  to  the  detriment  of  American  producers. 

The  Committee  would  point  out  that  Section  201  (a)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  195&,  contains  the  following  directive: 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  as  rapidly  as  possible, 
consistent  with  its  existing  authority,  the  operation  of  the  price  / 

support  program,  and  orderly  liquidation,  dispose  of  all  stocks  of 
agricultural  commodities  held  by  it. 

That  directive  is  clear  and  the  substitution  of  any  program  for  competitive 
sales  which  did  less  than  that  called  for  would  not  be  in  line  with  the  intent 
of  the  Act  and  would,  therefore,  be  illegal. 

The  Committee  would  point  out,  based  on  many  years'  experience,  that  if  any 
such  program  of  export  subsidy  were  substituted,  it  would  risk  domination  and 
control  and  limitation  of  export  sales  by  the  State  Department,  which  frequently 
reflects  the  pressures  from  other  governments. 

The  Committee  is  also  of  the  opinion  that  any  such  program  might  enable  the 
trade  to  withhold  offerings  in  world  trade  until  they  forced  the  Department  to 
increase  such  subsidy,  paid  to  the  trade,  to  such  levels  as  the  trade  might 
demand.  This  would  lead  to  increased  cost  to  the  Government  and  increased 
profits  to  certain  members  of  the  trade.  If  such  actions  were  taken  it  would 
constitute  an  invitation  for  expanded  foreign  production. 
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" On  the  other  hand,  as  has  been  pointed  out,  such  export  subsidy  could  be 
reduced  to  such  a  low  level  by  the  Department  as  to  constitute  a  virtual 
embargo  on  exports,  thus  depriving  U.  S.  producers  of  their  fair  share  of 
world  markets. 

Also,  it  is  pointed  out  that  any  such  export  subsidy,  if  fixed  or  firm,  would 
again  constitute  an  umbrella  over  production  which  would  enable  producers  in 
£>reign  countries,  numerous  Americanss  among  them,  to  hold  their  offering  prices 
just  under  the  U.  S.  offering  price  and  thereby  obtain  the  sales. 

Because  of  these  weaknesses  and  other  dangers  inherent  in  the  export  sub¬ 
sidy  program,  it  becomes  even  more  essential  that  we  retain  the  competitive 
sales  program  as  protection.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  any  new  export 
subsidy  or  other  means  of  export  should  not  be  substituted  for  the  policy  of 
offering  CCC  commodities  for  export  on  a  competitive  bid  basis  through  regular 
trade  channels. 

Whether  the  Department  should  work  out  its  proposed  export  program  with 
payment  in  kind,  if  determined  to  be  legal,  as  an  additional  means  to  be  used 
only  so  long  as  the  CCC  sales  program  on  a  competitive  bid  basis  is  being  used, 
has  not  fully  been  determined  by  the  Committee.  We  are  convinced,  however,  that 
such  a  program,  without  the  present  competitive  sales  program  by  CCC  to  protect 
against  the  dangers  inherent  in  the  export  subsidy  payment  in  kind  approach, 
could  lead  to  disaster. 

The  Committee  therefore  insists  that  it  is  essential  for  the  protection  of 
the  assets  of  the  Corporation,  for  its  discharge  of  its  responsibility  under 
the  law,  and  for  the  protection  of  the  American  farmer's  fair  share  of  world 
markets,  in  order  to  give  assurance  to  foreign  users  of  American  commodities 
that  the  U.S.A.  will  continue  to  make  its  commodities  available  on  world  markets 
at  truly  competitive  prices,  as  authorized  and  directed  by  law,  that  the  sales 
program  on  a  competitive  bid  basis — with  exports  through  normal  trade  channels-- 
be  continued,  whatever  additional  programs  may  be  used  to  complement  such 
program . 

In  view  of  Congressional  interest  in  a  consistent  sales  policy,  the  sales 
manager  is  directed  to  report  monthly  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  and  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  the  House  and  Senate,  the  policies,  activities, 
and  developments,  including  all  sales  and  disposals,  with  regard  to  each 
commodity  which  the  Corporation  owns  or  which  it  is  directed  to  support." 

Reclassing 

In  connection  with  the  export  sales  program  on  cotton,  the  Committee  urged 
the  Department  to  sample  and  reclass  such  cotton  prior  to  offering,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  some  of  this  cotton  had  been  held  for  6  or  7  years.  The 
Department  insisted  it  could  not  sample  and  reclassify  this  cotton  in  advance 
of  sales.  The  records  show,  however,  that  immediately  upon  selling  this 
cotton  to  American  firms  for  export,  many  of  them  being  international  firms, 
the  Department  did  then  reclassify  the  cotton  and  made  rebates  in  the  sum  of 
$135,677,036  to  these  firms,  the  names  of  which  appear  in  the  hearings  on 
pages  1676-I678  of  Volume  3* 

According  to  information  of  the  Committee,  many  of  these  firms  which  pur¬ 
chased  this  cotton  and  received  rebates  by  virtue  of  a  reclassification  downward 
sold  this  cotton  in  world  markets  at  classifications  or  grades  equivalent  to 
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or  in  excess  of  the  original  classification.  Whether  the  same  situation  exists 
with  regard  to  other  commodities  has  not  been  explored  by  the  Committee. 

In  the  interest  of  retaining  confidence  in  the  classing  service  of  the 
Department,  and  in  the  integrity  of  the  operations  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  any  reclassing  which  should  be  in  order  in  the  future  should  be 
made  in  advance  of  sale  so  as  to  avoid  the  payment  of  rebates. 

Such  a  situation  as  has  existed  raises  serious  questions  as  to  whether  the 
assets  of  the  Corporation  are  being  protected  fully,  and  lends  itself  to  other 
serious  questions.  Any  reoccurrence  should  be  prevented. 

Catalogue  Now 

To  make  cotton  now  under  loan  and  in  CCC  hands  available  for  export  at  the 
earliest  possible  date,  the  Department  is  directed  to  catalogue,  prior  to 
July  31,  1958,  all  loan  cotton  now  in  its  hands." 


Extension  of  Requirements  to  Export 

"Under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  providing  for  substitution,  the  pur¬ 
chasers  made  bond  in  the  amount  of  30  percent  of  the  value,  to  insure  export 
of  such  cotton  within  a  definite  period  after  purchase.  Department  witnesses 
testified  that  consideration  was  being  given  to  an  extension  of  time  under 
such  bond. 


In  view  of  world  needs  for  American  cotton,  and  our  short  supply,  as 
testified  to  by  the  Department  in  supporting  its  proposed  program  of  payment 
of  an  export  subsidy  in  kind,  this  extension  so  far  as  our  hearings  are  con¬ 
cerned  appears  to  be  of  doubtful  benefit  to  the  Government,  though  it  might 
be  of  benefit  to  the  trade. 


It  is  to  be  noted  that  such  extension  of  time  in  which  buyers  could  export 
might  raise  serious  questions  as  to  whether  future  commitments  and  bonds  would 
mean  anything.  It  is  the  Committee's  belief  that,  should  such  extension  be 
granted,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  should  demand  a  premium  per  bale, 
or  a  fair  share  of  any  profits  made,  or  some  other  proper  consideration  for  x 
such  extension,  if  the  integrity  of  the  competitive  sales  program  is  to  be 
retained." 


Additional  Facilities 

"A  number  of  specific  proposals  for  the  establishment  of  new  facilities 
to  meet  the  needs  of  various  parts  of  the  country  were  brought  to  the  Committee' 
attention  by  Members  of  Congress  and  others.  Attention  is  directed  to  Part  5 
of  this  year's  hearings  for  further  details  on  each  proposal. 

The  Committee  recognizes  that  many  of  these  proposals  would  make  a  valuable 
contribution  to  the  work  of  the  Department  and  those  cooperating  in  its  programs 
If  it  were  possible  to  do  so,  the  Committee  would  recommend  funds  in  this  bill 
for  many  of  these  facilities.  Budgetary  restrictions,  and  the  fact  that  the 
regular  operating  expenses  of  the  Department  have  increased  from  $796  million 
in  fiscal  year  1952  to  $1,729  million  in  fiscal  year  1958,  bas  limited  what 
the  Committee  feels  it  can  recommend  in  this  bill. 


Also,  a  number  of  instances  of  inadequate  housing  and  examples  of  inadequate 
facilities  for  agricultural  activities  which  have  been  centralized  have  been 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee.  One  such  example  is  at  Amarillo, 

Texas . 

In  view  of  present  Federal  efforts  to  embark  upon  an  expanded  program  of 
public  works,  it  may  be  desirable  to  undertake  some  of  these  projects.  The 
Secretary  is  urged  to  review  these  various  proposals  for  possible  presentation 
to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Congress.  In  the  opinion  of  the  members 
of  the  Committee,  the  priority  of  such  projects  is  as  high,  or  even  higher,  than 
many  of  those  now  being  undertaken. 

It  is  pointed  out,  too,  that  the  Department  has  authority  to  move  funds 
from  finished  projects  to  new  work  and  to  transfer  up  to  7  percent  among  appro¬ 
priations.  It  is  possible  that  the  more  urgent  of  these  needs  can  be  met 
through  this  means,  within  funds  presently  available." 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

"Research . The  1959  budget  proposed  an  increase  of  over  $10  million 

for  utilization  research,  $4, 600,000  by  direct  appropriation,  $805,000  by 
transfer  of  funds  from  various  production  research  activities,  and  approximately 
$5  million  through  the  use  of  Public  Law  480  funds  for  utilization  research  in 
foreign  countries.  The  Committee  is  in  agreement  with  the  use  of  foreign 
currencies  for  utilization  research  abroad.  In  addition,  it  has  provided  in 
the  amount  recommended  for  this  appropriation,  an  increase  of  $2,300,000  for 
utilization  research.  This  will  make  available  a  total  of  over  $20  million 
for  utilization  research  during  the  coming  year,  including  the  proposed  use 
of  Public  Law  480  funds.  In  addition,  $2,000,000  is  available  for  utilization 
research  by  the  Forest  Service. 

The  Committee  action  provides  for  restoring  the  funds  to  the  various  pro¬ 
duction  research  programs  proposed  to  be  curtailed  to  expand  utilization 
research.  It  is  believed  unsound  to  eliminate  these  activities,  in  view  of 
the  valuable  contribution  they  have  made  through  the  years,  not  only  to  those 
engaged  in  agriculture,  but  also  to  the  people  of  the  entire  country.  It  is 
generally  agreed  that  the  economic  stress  now  being  experienced  by  agricultural 
producers  throughout  the  country  would  be  considerably  worse,  had  it  not  been 
for  the  increased  efficiency  in  production  which  has  resulted  from  this  type 
of  research.  The  Committee  believes  fully  in  the  value  of  utilization  research. 
It  believes,  however,  that  the  additional  funds  in  this  bill,  together  with 
those  proposed  to  be  spent  from  Public  Law  480  sources,  will  provide  adequate 
expansion  in  utilization  research  in  the  coming  year,  without  the  additional 
transfer  proposed  in  the  1959  budget.  . " 

"  .  In  the  interest  of  a  more  effective  meat  inspection  service,  and 

in  view  of  the  increased  efficiency  which  should  result  from  consolidation  of 
similar  activities,  the  Committee  recommends  the  consolidation  of  the  regular 
meat  inspection  service  with  the  new  inspection  service  for  poultry  and 
poultry  products.  While  separation  of  these  activities  may  have  been  advisable 
when  one  inspection  service  was  on  a  mandatory  basis  and  the  other  on  a  purely 
voluntary  basis,  now  that  they  are  both  mandatory  the  Committee  feels  that 
they  should  be  consolidated  into  one  operation.  The  merging  of  the  two  services 
should  result  in  greater  efficiency  and  in  additional  flexibility  needed  to 
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meet  peak  workload  periods.  The  same  type  of  personnel  will  he  needed  for 
hoth  types  of  inspections,  generally.  Further,  there  will  he  many  areas  where 
hoth  types  of  plants  can  he  served  hy  one  group  of  inspectors.” 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

"Conservation  operations.  . . In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  "basic  law 

guarantees  the  services  of  soil  conservation  technicians  to  all  districts,  new 
as  well  as  existing  districts,  the  Committee  feels  that  some  expansion  in  funds 
and  personnel  is  warranted  each  year  as  new  districts  come  into  the  program. 
Further,  in  view  of  the  increased  amounts  requested  hy  the  President  for  the 
watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention  program,  in  line  with  the  proposal 
to  increase  public  works  expenditures  generally,  it  is  essential  that  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  he  staffed  with  adequate  well- trained  technicians. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  has  increased  this  appropriation  hy  $2,500,000 
to  assure  sufficient  technicians  to  staff  existing  districts  properly  and 
provide  technical  assistance  to  new  districts  as  they  are  established.  Also, 
the  additional  funds  are  provided  for  adequate  technicians  to  advise  and  assist*  ’ 
in  the  planning  and  construction  work  on  the  eleven  major  watersheds  authorized  - 
in  1944 ,  which  are  still  only  about  2b  percent  completed,  and  on  the  small 
upstream  watershed  projects  under  the  'pilot'  program  and  Public  Law  566,  83rd 
Congress." 


Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

"  ........ .The  President's  budget  proposed  to  reduce  the  advance  1959  pro¬ 
gram  authorization  from  the  $250  million  level  which  has  been  in  effect  since 
1955  to  $125  million  for  the  coming  year.  This  is  the  third  time  that  the 
budget  has  recommended  a  decrease  below  $250  million  since  1953. 

The  Committee  has  restored  the  full  $250  million  program  for  1959*  Testi¬ 
mony  from  'dirt  farmers,'  as  well  as  from  farm  organizations  and  others, 
demonstrates  fully  the  importance  of  this  program  to  the  agricultural  producers 
of  the  nation,  especially  in  these  times  of  serious  economic  stress  in  agri¬ 
culture.  This  testimony,  which  is  included  in  Part  5  of  this  year's  hearings  / 
deserves  the  attention  of  all  who  are  interested  in  agriculture . " 

"  .......It  will  be  recalled  that  last  year  the  Committee  combined  all  soil 

and  water  conservation  appropriations  into  a  single  item  to  provide  more 
administrative  flexibility  and  encourage  eventual  consolidation  of  the  various 
conservation  programs  of  the  Department  into  a  single  effort.  The  Committee 
has  not  combined  the  funds  for  these  items  in  the  bill  for  fiscal  year  1959 
because  of  seme  of  the  technical  differences  between  the  various  programs.  It 
still  believes,  however,  that  eventual  consolidation  of  the  agricultural  conserv¬ 
ation  program  ,  the  conservation  reserve  program,  and  the  great  plains  program 
is  desirable.  It  is  believed  that  changes  in  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  to  allow  more  flexibility  in  the  Federal  share  of  cost- sharing  practices 
and  to  permit  contracts  for  a  longer  period  than  one  year  would  make  such 
consolidation  possible.  The  Committee  strongly  urges  the  Secretary  to  study 
this  matter  between  now  and  next  January  with  the  view  to  presenting  the  i960 
budget  on  this  basis. 

In  the  conference  report  on  the  1958  appropriation  bill,  the  conferees 
directed  that  no  changes  be  made  in  the  1958  agricultural  conservation  program 
to  restrict  eligibility  requirements  or  delete  cost-sharing  practices  included 
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in  the  1957  program.  This  action  was  taken  in  view  of  information  received 
by  the  conferees  that  some  change  in  program  was  contemplated.  The  Committee 
has  teen  assured  by  responsible  officials  of  the  Department  that  this  directive 
was  followed,  and  evidence  presented  to  the  Committee  indicates  that  no  changes 
were  made  in  the  1958  program. 

The  Committee  feels  that  the  1959  program  should  be  continued  on  the  same 
basis  as  the  1957  and  1958  programs.  It  is  convinced  that  a  program  which 
has  been  accepted  by  over  1%  million  farmers,  where  there  has  been  discretion 
at  the  local  level  to  select  those  practices  of  the  most  benefit  to  each 
locality,  should  not  be  changed.  It  believes  that  this  method  of  operation 
provides  the  freedom  from  domination  by  Washington  which  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  advocates. 

The  Committee  also  wants  to  commend  the  county  committee  system,  where 
locally  elected  officials  control  local  operations.  This  democratic  procedure 
is  probably  the  most  effective  means  that  can  be  devised  of  getting  conscient¬ 
ious  and  effective  participation  at  the  local  level.  Generally  speaking, 
those  who  earn  all  or  a  portion  of  their  living  by  tilling  the  soil  are  the 
best  qualified  to  determine  the  conservation  practices  needed  in  each  locality, 
see  that  they  are  applied  in  the  most  effective  manner,  and  assure  that  the 
American  people  get  the  greatest  possible  amount  of  conservation  for  the  tax 
dollar  spent  through  this  program." 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

"School  Lunch  Program . In  addition,  the  Committee  has  included 

language  in  the  bill  to  transfer  $55*000,000  from  Section  32  funds  to  Section  6 
of  the  school  lunch  program  to  assure  a  more  adequate  supply  of  foods  for 
school  lunches.  In  the  use  of  these  additional  funds,  attention  should  be 
given  to  the  purposes  intended  by  the  legislation  establishing  the  Section  32 
program,  i.e.,  the  purchase  of  temporary  surpluses  which  may  have  a  depressing 
effect  on  the  market . " 

" . ..The  Committee  has  also  been  concerned  by  the  fact  that  some  of 

the  commodities  which  have  been  urgently  needed  by  the  school  lunch  program 
due  to  expanding  school  enrollments  have  been  sold  to  foreign  countries  for 
foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480.  While  this  practice  is  authorized 
by  law,  it  feels  that  failure  to  make  these  foods  available  to  the  school 
children  of  America  is  a  serious  mistake.  . . " 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

"  . ***This  Service  has  done  an  excellent  job  in  recent  years.  It 

has  established  an  effective  agricultural  attache  service,  with  particular 
attention  to  the  development  of  expanded  foreign  markets  for  American  agri¬ 
cultural  products.  In  addition,  under  separate  funds  established  by  this 
Committee  several  years  ago,  it  has  developed  a  more  effective  program  for 
obtaining  statistics  and  information  on  foreign  agricultural  production  and 
competitive  sales  in  world  markets  and  has  made  such  information  available 
to  those  who  need  it. 

The  Committee  has  reason  to  believe,  however,  that  in  the  conduct  of  its 
activities  under  Public  Law  480,  too  little  attention  is  being  given  to 
competitive  sales  for  dollars.  There  is  evidence  that  Public  Law  480  disposals 
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are  frequently  given  preference  over  competitive  sales.  In  this  connection, 
the  Committee  wishes  to  repeat  that  the  only  sound  way  to  regain  and  retain 
foreign  markets  is  through  competitive  sales.  As  has  "been  pointed  out  by  xne. 
Committee  many  times,  the  charter  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Concretion  has 
always  provided  for  sales  in  world  markets  on  a  competitive  basis.  The  prooaoie 
cause  for  continued  stressing  of  dispositions  under  Public  Law  450  is  the  lack 
of  a  consistent  policy  by  the  Department  in  favor  of  competitive  sales . 


Soil  Bank  Programs 

"Conservation  reserve.  . Since  the  Secretary  now  says  that  control  of 

production  by  reduction  of  acreage  will  not  work  and  has  recommended  ending 
the  acreage  reserve  program,  serious  questions  are  raised  as  to  the  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  conservation  reserve  on  the  present  basis.  Even  if  production 
controls  were  desirable  there  is  some  room  to  doubt  as  to  whether  this  approach 
would  bring  about  the  desired  results. 


From  evidence  before  the  Committee,  it  appears  that  most  of  the  land  placed 
in  this  program  is  marginal  land  which  has  never  been  productive.  A  specia 
survey  made  last  fall  by  the  Committee,  which  was  printed  in  Part  1  of  this  \ 
year’ s  hearings,  shows  that  the  heaviest  participation  has  been  in  limited 
areas  of  the  country.  It  shows  further  that  10  percent  of  the  total  acreage 
in  the  1957  program  was  in  14  counties  of  the  Great  Plains  area  which  were 
dropped  from  the  crop  insurance  program  several  years  ago  due  to  extremely 
heavy  losses. 


Further,  evidence  before  the  Committee  raises  questions  as  to  the  value  of 
the  program  as  a  conservation  program.  A  total  of  less  than  100,000  people 
participated  in  the  1957  program  as  compared  to  1% million  participants  in  the 
agricultural  conservation  program.  Also,  the  Federal  payment  for  conservation 
practices  under  the  conservation  reserve,  where  the  Government  also  pays  annual 
rental  on  the  land,  is  much  higher  than  for  ACP-up  to  80  percent  for  some 
practices . " 

•>  . . in  order  to  put  this  program  on  a  more  sound  basis,  and  in  order 

to  keep  it  in  line  with  other  conservation  programs  of  the  Department,  the  / 
Committee  has  included  language  in  the  bill  which  will  limit  the  rate  of  pay¬ 
ment  in  any  one  year  to  20  percent  of  the  value  of  the  land  and  will  prohibit 
payments  to  participants  who  illegally  divide  their  land  to  increase  their 
payments.  The  proposed  language  will  also  make  the  Federal  share  of  payments 
for  conservation  practices  comparable  to  rates  established  for  the  agricultural 
conservation  program. 


The  Committee  also  directs  that  50  percent  of  the  funds  transferred  from 
this  appropriation  to  the  Office  of  General  Counsel  shall  be  used  for  the 
specific  purpose  of  checking  contracts  to  determine  legality  in  cases  where 
actions  may  have  been  taken  to  evade  limitations  in  the  Act  or  administrative 
regulations,  or  where  there  may  have  been  misrepresentation  in  fixing  rates  or 
other  contract  terms . 11 


Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

" . Although  losses  were  heavy  in  a  few  areas  in  1957>  latest  reports 

indicate  that  income  will  exceed  indemnity  payments  by  about  $5*7  million. 
Generally,  the  principal  causes  of  loss  in  1957  were  drought,  plant  disease, 
excessive  moisture,  and  freezing.  In  view  of  rather  heavy  losses  during  the 
several  previous  years  due  to  floods  and  drought,  particularly  in  the  Great 
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Plains  area,  the  reported  net  profit  for  1957  is  especially  encouraging. 

This  is  particularly  true,  since  it  6eems  preferable  to  continue  this  program 
as  a  means  of  meeting  agricultural  disasters,  where  the  producers  participate, 
rather  than  to  appropriate  large  sums  of  Federal  money  in  the  form  of  dis¬ 
aster  relief.'* 


Rural  Electrification  Administration 

"Loan  authorization--. . .The  loan  fund  estimates  submitted  to  Congress  in 
the  regular  Budget  in  January  were  based  on  the  assumption  that  Congress  would 
enact  into  law  proposed  legislation  which  provides  that  the  local  REA  cooper¬ 
atives  will  obtain  a  portion  of  their  loan  funds  in  the  future  by  borrowing 
from  private  sources.  The  principal  provisions  of  this  bill,  recommended  by 
the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  but  not  yet  officially  intro¬ 
duced  by  any  member  of  Congress,  appear  in  the  hearings  on  pages  1847-1848  of 
Part  3. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that,  under  the  terms  of  the  proposed  legislation,  the 
operating  costs  of  the  REA  cooperatives  would  be  increased  through  a  substan¬ 
tial  increase  in  interest  rates.  Further,  the  legislation  would  increase  the 
Government's  liability  to  the  private  lenders  and  would  make  it  possible  for 
the  first  lien, which  the  Government  now  has  on  the  approximately  $3*6  billion 
in  assets  of  the  REA  cooperatives,  to  be  surrendered  to  purchasers  of  the 
debentures  or  bonds  issued  by  the  REA.  This  could  lead  to  the  taking  over  of 
this  great  program  by  foreclosure  by  the  purchasers  of  the  bonds  or  debentures 
and  could  result  in  the  complete  loss  of  these  valuable  assets  to  the  Federal 
government . 

The  Committee  wishes  to  go  on  record  at  this  point  as  strongly  opposing  any 
such  proposed  change  in  the  law.  It  can  see  no  possible  benefits  to  the  REA 
cooperatives  and  it  can  foresee  the  possibility  of  enormous  losses  to  the 
taxpayers  if  such  legislation  were  adopted.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  so  far 
no  one  has  introduced  such  proposed  legislation  in  the  Congress. 

The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  REA  program  as  it  now  exists  is 
sound.  It  has  extended  electric  service  to  rural  America  to  the  point  where 
95  percent  of  all  rural  residents  are  now  served.  It  has  furnished  electric 
power  for  agricultural  purposes  at  a  cost  which  agricultural  producers  can 
afford.  Furthermore,  it  has  set  an  enviable  repayment  record,  in  that  the 
rate  of  repayment  on  loans  made  to  date,  including  interest,  exceeds  100  per¬ 
cent  of  maturities  due. 

'  * 

The  Committee  can  understand  why  there  are  some  in  this  country  who  would 
like  to  take  over  the  first  lien  on  the  properties  of  this  large  and  success¬ 
ful  operation.  It  feels,  however,  that  the  interests  of  the  taxpayers  must 
be  protected  against  such  possibility,  since  the  taxpayers'  money  has  been 
used  to  establish  this  program  and  build  it  up  to  its  present  level  of  opera¬ 
tion. 

In  order  to  assure  that  adequate  loan  funds  are  available  during  the  coming 
fiscal  year,  the  Committee  is  recommending  $300,000,000  for  electrification 
loans  and  $60,000,000  for  telephone  loans.  In  addition,  it  has  provided  a 
contingency  fund  of  $25,000,000  for  each  program,  if  needed.  Based  on  the 
best  estimates  available  from  REA  sources,  these  amounts  appear  to  be  sufficient 
to  cover  a  full  year's  needs.  If  applications  exceed  present  estimates,  how¬ 
ever,  the  Committee  will  consider  the  need  for  additional  funds  at  a  later  date. 
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"jhe  Committee  does  not  feel  that  its  recr*BSSendatiOns  for  this  puepfsse  for 
the  coming  year  should  he  based  on  the  remote  possibility  that  the  proposed 
legislation  which  provides  for  financing  through  private  sources  will  be 
enacted  into  law.  It  fee]sthat  sufficient  loan  funds  should  be  made  available 
by  the  Congress  in  this  bill  to  cover  all  loan  applications  which  will  be 
approved  by  the  REA  during  the  next  fiscal  year.  Since  these  loan  funds  will 
be  repayed  in  full,  plus  interest,  to  the  Treasury  cf  the  United  States,  and 
since  no  funds  are  drawn  from  the  Treasury  until  loan  applications  are  approved, 
regardless  of  the  size  of  authorizations  provided  by  Congress,  there  is  no 
sound  reason  for  not  providing  sufficient  loan  authorizations  to  meet  all 
foreseenable  needs.  It  is  pointed  out  again  that  these  loan  funds  are  secured 
by  a  first  lien  on  the  lines  and  equipment  of  the  REA  cooperatives." 

Farmers'  Home  Administration 


"Loan  authorizations, —  ...  The  1959  Budget  proposed  to  consolidate  the 
loan  funds  for  all  these  programs  into  one  amount  and  reduce  the  total  to 
$175  million.  The  Committee  has  not  approved  the  budget  recommendation  on 
this  matter.  It  feels  that  the  past  practice  of  authorizing  a  specific 
amount  for  each  program  should  be  continued.  ( 

If  the  Department  feels  that  some  latitude  is  needed  to  transfer  funds 
from  one  category  to  another,  the  Committee  is  willing  to  consider  such 
proposal.  However,  it  cannot  go  along  with  the  proposal  which  would  make  it 
possible  for  the  full  amount  of  the  combined  authorization  to  be  used  for 
one  program  at  the  expense  of  the  others.  For  example,  under  the  1959  budget 
proposal,  the  Department  could  spend  the  entire  $175  million  requested  for 
one  type  of  loan  program.  The  entire  amount  could  be  used  for  soil  and  water 
conservation  loans  for  which  a  maximum  of  $5,500,000  has  been  provided  hereto¬ 
fore." 


Office  of  the  General  Counsel 


" . The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  in  recent  years  this  office  has 

failed  a  number  of  times  to  render  objective  opinions  on  legal  questions. 

This  appears  to  be  based  on  determinations  by  Departmental  officials  prior  to 
a  request  for  formal  legal  opinions,  with  the  General  Counsel  being  asked 
subsequent  thereto  render  formal  opinions  to  support  determinations  made  or 
actions  already  taken.  This  has  led  this  Office  to  be  used  largely  to  bolster 
administrative  policies  and  decisions. 

An  illustration  of  this  is  the  position  taken  by  the  General  Counsel  with 
respect  to  developments  under  the  195$  Acreage  Reserve  Program.  Despite 
language  in  the  Soil  Bank  Act  which  provides  that  -- 

The  limits  within  which  each  farm  may  participate  in  the  acreage 
reserve  program  shall  be  established  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary 
determines  is  reasonably  calculated  to  achieve  the  national  reserve 
acreage  goal  and  give  producers  a  fair  and  equitable  opportunity  to 
participate  in  the  acreage  reserve  program,  taking  into  consideration 
their  acreage  allotments  or  farm  base  acreages,  whichever  may  be 
applicable,  the  supply  and  demaid  conditions  for  different  classes, 
grades  and  qualities  of  the  commodity,  and  such  other  factors  as  he 
deems  appropriate  -- 

the  General  Counsel  held  officially  that  farmers  who  went  to  the  place  desig¬ 
nated  for  the  sign-up,  within  the  time  specified  by  the  Department,  could  be 
denied  their  right  "to  participate  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis"  by  the 
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Secretary  surrendering  his  responsibility  to  various  State  committees.  While 
this  decision  may  have  served  to  support  the  Department’s  refusal  to  scale 
back  rates  offered  or  limit  acreage  within  the  $500  million  program  announced 
last  year,  it  appears  erroneous  to  a  nsajority  of  the  members  of  the  Committee, 
This  decision  led  directly  to  spending  $250  million  additional  in  the  acreage 
reserve  program  above  that  authorized  by  Congress  last  year. 

The  Committee  and  the  Congress  were  required  to  protect  the  rights  of  such 
farmers  under  the  law,  after  the  Department  ref'&S-ed  to  take  any  action,  by 
including  an  additional  authorization  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act  of  1958.  Such  emergency  action  would  not  have  been  necessary, 
however,  if  an  objective  opinion  had  been  rendered  in  this  case  by  the  General 
Counsel.  The  Committee  has  also  taken  exception  in  recent  years  to  several 
other  important  decisions  rendered  by  the  General  Counsel  on  the  basis  that 
they  were  not  objective,  but  rather  sought  to  serve  the  purposes  of  the 
officials  requesting  the  decisions. 

The  Committee  has  not  approved  the  $100,000  increase  recommended  in  the 
Budget  in  the  belief  that  there  should  be  a  change  in  the  basic  concept  of 
the  duties  of  the  General  Counsel  before  further  expansion  is  approved." 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

" . The  Committee  recommends  $2,668,895  for  fiscal  year  195 9>  an  in¬ 

crease  of  $8,235  in  the  Budget  and  an  increase  over  the  amount  appropriated 
for  the  current  fiscal  year.  This  increase  is  a  transfer  from  the  Office 
of  Information  and  is  provided  to  cover  the  preparation  and  distribution  in 
this  Office  of  speeches  by  the  Secretary,  the  Under  Secretary,  and  the 
various  assistant  secretaries,  work  heretofore  performed  by  the  Office  of 
Information.  The  Committee  believes  that  all  funds  and  personnel  used  for 
preparation  and  handling  of  speeches  of  these  top  officials  should  be 
located  in  the  immediate  office  of  the  Secretary. 

During  the  past  recess  of  Congress,  the  Committee  conducted  a  study  of  the 
activities  of  the  Office  of  Information  in  connection  with  the  preparation 
and  distribution  of  speeches  by  the  Secretary  and  his  immediate  assistants. 
Based  on  this  study  it  is  estimated  that  a  total  of  $41,179  has  been  spent 
to  prepare  and  distribute  the  Secretary’s  speeches  since  January,  1953.  This 
averages  about  $8,235  per  year. 

The  Committee  questions  the  use  of  funds  and  personnel  of  the  Office  of 
Information  for  speech  writing  and  distribution.  Ifeny  times  such  speeches 
are  of  a  political  nature,  frequently  they  contain  only  a  portion  of  the 
story  and  present  only  limited  factual  information,  and  are  detrimental  to 
maintaining  confidence  in  the  Office  of  Information, 

Language  has  been  included  in  the  bill  to  permit  the  charging  of  travel 
expenses  of  hearings  examiners  to  the  various  funds  which  finance  the  subject 
matter  of  the  hearings  conducted  through  this  appropriation.  This  arrangement 
seems  to  be  the  most  satisfactory  way  to  meet  the  large  fluctuations  in  work¬ 
load  for  the  different  programs,  which  are  hard  to  predict  in  advance.  The 
Committee  requests  that  it  be  kept  advised  of  the  use  of  this  authority  by 
the  Department.” 
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VMarch  28,  1958. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  11767) 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  bill  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  1959.  The  bill  covers  estimates  contained  in  the  1959 
Budget  on  pages  134-140  and  295-373,  as  amended  by  House  Docu¬ 
ment  No.  351,  dated  March  12,  1958. 

This  bill  provides  direct  annual  appropriations  of  $1,456,588,653 
|or  the  regular  activities  of  the  Department  (Title  I  of  bill).  This 
Amount  is  $152,390,195  less  than  funds  provided  for  these  activities 
for  the  fiscal  year  1958  and  is  a  reduction  of  $103,900,000  in  the 
budget  estimate. 

Also  included  in  the  bill  is  the  sum  of  $1,760,399,886  to  restore 
capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  through 
June  30,  1957,  under  price  support  and  related  activities.  It  should 
be  noted  that  only  $739,606,640  of  this  amount  represents  losses  on 
commodities  handled.  The  balance,  over  $1  billion,  is  for  storage 
and  handling,  transportation,  administration,  and  interest  costs,  all 
of  which  wrere  paid  to  other  than  agricultural  producers. 

The  bill  also  includes  loan  authorizations  for  the  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Administration  and  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  of  $569,- 
500,000,  which  compares  with  $448,500,000  available  for  the  current 
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fiscal  year.  These  amounts  are  not  appropriations — they  are  au¬ 
thorizations  to  borrow  from  the  Treasury  sufficient  funds  to  meet,  the 
loan  programs  of  these  agencies.  These  loans  are  repayed  within  a 
period  of  35  years  with  interest.  Repayments  for  prior  year  loans 
are  increasing  to  the  point  where  they  will  soon  equal  the  amount  of 
new  loans  made  available  each  year. 

The  following  summary  sets  forth  Committee  action  with  respect  to 
various  funds  in  the  bill.  A  tabulation  will  be  found  at  the  end  of 
this  report  containing  the  figures  for  each  agency  and  appropriation. 


Item 

Approved 

1958 

Budget  1959 

Recommended 
in  bill 

Regular  activities - 

$1,  608.  978.  848 

$1,560, 488, 653 

$1,456,  588,  653 

Corporations - - 

1,  239.  788,  671 
843,076,238 
448,  500,  000 

1,760,  399,886 
0) 

381,000, 000 

1,  760,  399, 886 

Loan  authorizations. .  . . 
Farm  Credit  Adminis- 

669,  500, 000 

tration  _  . . 

(5,  575, 000) 

(3,818,000) 

(3, 818, 000) 

Comparison 


Approved 

1958 


Budget 

1959 


-$152,390, 195 
+520,  611,215 
-843, 076,  238 
+  121,000,000 

(-1, 757,000) 


-$103, 900,000 


+188,  500, 


>  No  estimate  included  in  1959  budget.  Amounts  totaling  $1,745,631,868  contained  in  2d  Supplemental, 
1958. 


THE  FARM  PICTURE 

Since  1952,  farm  income  from  the  farm  (including  increased  Federal 
payments)  has  gone  down.  Farm  costs  have  gone  up.  The  cost  of 
the  farm  program  to  the  Treasury  has  increased.  The  take  of  the 
“middleman”  has  increased.  Consumer  prices  have  gone  up.  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  holdings,  despite  grants,  donations,  sales 
for  foreign  currencies,  and  cash  sales,  have  increased  from  $2.5  billion 
in  January,  1953  to  $7.2  billion  in  January,  1958. 

Employees  in  the  Department  have  increased  more  than  17,000 
since  1952,  from  67,406  as  of  December  31,  1952,  to  85,107  as  of 
December  31,  1957.  The  cost  of  operating  the  regular  programs  of 
the  Department,  including  Forest  Service  appropriations  not  included 
in  this  bill,  has  increased  from  $796  million  in  fiscal  year  1952  to  a 
total  of  $1,729  million  for  fiscal  year  1958. 

During  the  period  1952  through  1957,  price  supports  on  manr^ 
agricultural  commodities  were  reduced  an  average  of  20  percenixj 
The  figures  set  forth  below  show  that  the  economic  status  of  the  farmer 
has  been  lowered  during  this  period  in  direct  ratio  to  the  reduction  in 
price  support  levels.  These  figures  are  taken  from  official  Depart¬ 
ment.  of  Agriculture  statistical  reports  which  will  be  found  on  pages 
54  through  71  of  Part  1  of  the  published  hearings  on  the  1959  Budget 
for  the  Department. 

PRICES  RECEIVED  AND  PAID  BY  FARMERS 

Prices  received  by  farmers  at  the  market  place  have  gone  down  to 
a  very  low  level  since  1952.  Farm  production  expenses  continue  to 
increase.  In  terms  of  prices  received  and  paid  by  farmers  during  the 
period  1910-1914,  the  period  generally  conceded  to  be  one  of  economic 
balance,  the  change  in  the  farmers’  position  may  be  summarized  as 
follows: 
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Prices 

received 

Prices 

paid 

Parity 

ratio 

1952. .  . .  . . 

288 

287 

100 

1953 . . .  .  .... . 

258 

279 

92 

1954 . . 

249 

281 

89 

1955- . 

236 

281 

84 

1956  ... 

235 

285 

82 

1957 _ _ _  _  _  .... 

242 

296 

82 

NET  INCOME  FROM  FARMING 


Net  income  from  farming  is  at  the  lowest  point  in  15  years,  despite 
large  increases  in  Federal  payments  to  farmers  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  A  comparison  between  1952  and  1957  reflects  the 
following  picture: 

[In  billions] 


|L 

1952 

1957 

Comparison 

$32.6 

.3 

$30.0 

1.0 

— $2. 6 
+.7 
-.  5 

Federal  payments  to  farmers 

3.9 

3.4 

Gross  Income  from  farming  . . . . 

36.8 

34.4 

-2.4 

Production  expenses _  . . .  _ _ _ 

-22.5 

-22.9 

+.4 

Net  Income  from  farming . .  .  . . 

14.3 

11.6 

-2.8 

CONSUMER  PRICES — FARMERS’  SHARE  OF  FOOD  DOLLAR 


At  the  same  time  that  the  farmers’  income  has  gone  down  so  dras¬ 
tically,  the  take  of  the  middleman  between  the  farmer  and  the  con¬ 
sumer  has  continued  to  increase  and  the  consumer  has  received  no 
cash  benefit.  Retail  prices  to  the  consumer  have  not  declined  but 
have  increased  slightly  over  the  period.  The  farmer’s  share  of  the 
consumer’s  food  dollar  has  decreased  steadily  since  1952.  The 
changing  picture  since  1952  is  as  follows: 


Retail  food 
prices 

(1947-49=100) 

Farmers’ 
share  of 
food  dollar 

1952...  .  _  ....  _  _  _ 

114.  6 

Percent 

47 

1953 _  _ _ _ 

112.8 

44 

1954...  _  .  .  .  _ _ _  _  _ 

112.6 

43 

1955 _ _  _ _ _ _ _ 

110.9 

41 

1956 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

111.7 

40 

1957 _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

116.4 

40 

FARM  DEBT  AND  INVESTMENT 

Farm  debt  is  at  an  all-time  high.  The  amount  of  equipment  and 
other  investment  required  to  operate  a  farm  also  continues  to  increase 
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each  year,  and  is  now  the  highest  in  history.  A  summary  of  these 
factors  since  1952  follows: 


Farm  debt 
(in  billions) 

Investment 
per  farm 

1952 _ _ 

$14.6 

$23, 188 
22,928 
22,  553 

1953...  _ ; _ 

16.1 

1954 _ 

17.2 

1955 _ _ 

17.8 

23;  786 
25, 075 
27,000 

1956 _ _ _ _ _ 

18.9 

1957 _ 

19.5 

PER  CAPITA  INCOME 

. ■  i i  . .  . 

The  only  agricultural  statistic  which  shows  up  more  favorably  since 
1952  is  “income  per  person  on  farms  from  all  sources”.  This  has 
increased  from  $953  in  1952  to  $993  in  1957.  The  reason  for  this 
increase  with  declining  farm  income  is  that  the  farmer  has  looked 
more  and  more  to  off-farm  employment.  Even  though  off-farm''* 
income  is  higher  in  1957  than  in  1952,  the  figure  is  still  very  low  as 
compared  to  the  income  of  other  segments  of  the  population,  which 
averaged  about  $1,750  last  year.  This  would  indicate  that,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  having  his  income  from  the  farm  decrease  steadily,  the  farm 
worker  is  paid  very  low  rates  for  his  off-farm  employment. 

It  is  significant  to  note,  however,  that  per  capita  income  earned 
on  the  j 'arm  has  decreased  from  $702  in  1952  to  $684  in  1957. 

ELIMINATION  OF  SMALL  FARMER  NO  ANSWER 

A  job  in  town  is  no  answer  to  the  problems  of  the  low-income 
farmer,  since  the  record  shows  that  he  has  averaged  only  about  $300 
per  year  from  such  employment.  Yet  the  principal  efforts  of  the 
Department  during  the  past  few  years  have  been  directed  toward 
urging  farm  families  to  obtain  off-farm  employment  and  to  move  off 
their  small  farms. 

To  leave  the  farm  for  town  under  present  conditions  would  only 
swell  the  unemployment  rolls  now  estimated  at  over  5  million  people. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  may  soon  be  necessary  to  start  thinking  in^ 
terms  of  moving  people  back  to  the  farms  where  they  can  at  leastQ 
find  food  and  shelter. 

Further,  moving  the  small  farmers  off  their  farms  will  have  very 
little  effect  on  the  level  of  agricultural  production.  The  small  farms 
contribute  very  little  if  any  to  surpluses.  According  to  the  record, 
small  farms,  which  represent  56  percent  of  the  farms  of  the  nation  and 
20  percent  of  the  acreage,  produce  only  about  9  percent  of  farm 
commodities  which  go  into  commercial  channels. 

Therefore — if  all  small  farmers  were  removed  from  their  farms,  and 
their  land  were  allowed  to  remain  idle,  the  maximum  possible  reduc¬ 
tion  of  surpluses  would  be  9  percent.  It  is  probable,  however,  that 
land  released  from  small  farms  would  be  added  to  larger  producing 
units  which,  being  more  efficient,  would  increase  production  on  that 
land  and  thereby  further  increase  surpluses. 

GOVERNMENT  ACTION  TO  COMBAT  BUSINESS  RECESSION 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  current  efforts  to  combat  the  business 
recession  are  talcing  the  form  of  additional  defense  and  public  works 
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expenditures.  It  is  disappointing  to  note  that  no  proposals  are  being 
made  to  bolster  farm  income  at  the  market  place. 

A  review  of  the  economic  history  of  the  United  States  will  show  that 
every  economic  recession  in  this  country  has  started  on  the  farm. 
Every  recession  has  been  preceded  by  a  period  of  reduced  income  to 
the  agricultural  segment  of  our  population.  Since  agriculture  is  the 
principal  segment  of  our  economy  which  generates  new  wealth,  it  is 
inevitable  that  a  prolonged  depression  in  agriculture  will  eventually 
reflect  itself  in  more  aggravated  economic  distress  throughout  the 
rest  of  the  economy. 

The  figures  above  showing  the  substantial  decrease  in  level  of  farm 
prices  and  farm  income  since  1952,  with  its  disastrous  effect  on  farm 
purchasing  power,  demonstrate  a  major  reason  why  the  nation  is 
experiencing  a  business  recession  at  the  present  time.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  reduced  income  of  the  farm  population  now  unable  to 
maintain  its  normal  purchases  is  one  of  the  major  reasons  that  there 
tore  an  estimated  5  million  unemployed  workers  walking  the  streets  of 
'our  major  cities  today. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  pump-priming  through  increased 
military  expendit ures  is  only  temporary  relief  at  best.  The  only  action 
which  would  have  long-range  benefits  would  be  to  bolster  farm  income 
at  the  market  place  through  price  support  levels  that  will  assure  the 
farmer  a  fair  return  for  what  he  produces.  Only  by  regaining  a 
proper  balance  between  agriculture,  industry  and  labor  can  we  regain 
a  sound  economy.  It  is  only  through  additional  income  for  the 
producers  of  raw  materials,  the  foundation  of  the  economic  ladder, 
that  our  economy  can  be  restored  on  a  basis  which  will  support  the 
rest  of  our  economy  at  the  prosperous  level  which  this  country  has 
experienced  for  a  number  of  years. 

This  is  not  a  partisan  matter.  It  is  a  matter  which  affects  every 
citizen  of  the  United  States — and  of  the  entire  world.  We  must 
preserve  our  agricultural  economy,  if  we  are  to  protect  the  economic 
health  of  every  part  of  our  society. 

OPERATIONS  OF  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

|  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  a  14  billion  dollar,  United 
States  Government-owned,  corporation  handling  billions  of  dollars 
worth  of  United  States  investments.  Perhaps  no  group  anywhere, 
not  even  the  commissioners  of  our  regulatory  agencies,  is  subject  to 
as  much  pressure  as  are  the  officers  and  other  people  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  who  run  this  vast  operation.  Their  decisions  involve  billions 
of  dollars;  and  each  decision  can  easily  provide  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  of  profits  to  private  interests,  and  even  determine  to  which 
private  interests  such  profits  would  go  with  detriment,  many  times, 
to  other  private-interest  competitors.  Many  millions  of  dollars  in 
losses  to  the  Government  can  follow  decisions,  which  are  charged  up 
to  the  farm  programs. 

Certainly,  the  officers  of  this  huge  Corporation  should  be  ever  aware 
that  as  such  officers  they  have  a  responsibility  to  protect  the  people’s 
investment  of  billions  of  dollars  in  the  assets  of  the  Corporation. 

Our  hearings  indicate  that  in  recent  years  such  responsibility,  in 
numerous  instances,  seems  to  have  been  overlooked  to  a  considerable 
degree.  Major  administrative  decisions  appear  to  have  been  made 
prior  to  and  sometimes  without  a  thorough  and  objective  opinion  from 
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the  General  Counsel.  Copies  of  several  legal  opinions,  submitted  to 
the  Committee,  show  little  objectivity  as  to  the  law,  but  appear  to 
have  been  written  to  support  or  underwrite  desires  or  even  prior  deci¬ 
sions.  In  at  least  one  instance,  such  an  opinion  amounts  to  little 
more  than  an  expression  of  opinion  that  the  Corporation  could  get  by 
with  such  action  as  is  contemplated. 

These  recommendations  are  made  because  of  the  magnitude  and 
importance  of  this  Corporation  and  are  believed  sound.  They  are 
not  to  be  taken  as  a  reflection  on  any  individual,  but  rather  on  the 
system. 

NEED  FOR  FORMAL  HEARINGS 

After  hearings  on  the  operations  of  this  Corporation,  the  Committee 
is  convinced  that  the  Department  should  provide  for  formal  hearings, 
with  notice  given  in  advance,  on  any  major  action  or  change  of  policy 
being  considered  by  the  officers  of  the  Corporation.  Such  hearings^ 
should  be  printed  and  released  to  the  public,  together  with  copies  o\ 
any  orders  issued  and  reasons  therefor. 

For  the  protection  of  the  officers  and  other  top  level  employees, 
such  officers  and  employees  should  be  required  to  report  any  contact 
or  efforts  by  any  firm  or  individual  to  influence  them;  and  such  report 
should  be  made  a  matter  of  public  record. 

NECESSITY  FOR  CONTINUING  THE  TRESENT  EXPORT  SALES  PROGRAM 

The  charter  of  the  CCC  provides,  and  has  always  provided,  for  sale 
of  all  Corporation-owned  commodities  in  world  trade  at  competitive 
prices.  For  years  the  Department  did  not  use  this  authority,  but 
offered  such  commodities  at  a  fixed  price,  which  resulted  in  holding  an 
umbrella  over  world  markets  and  a  greatly  increased  world  produc¬ 
tion.  The  amount  of  increase  in  foreign  production  during  this  period 
when  the  Department  held  United  States  commodities  off  world  mar¬ 
kets,  as  shown  by  an  investigation  of  this  Committee,  is  staggering. 

At  the  instance  of  this  Committee,  in  1954  the  Department  finally 
offered  a  limited  number  of  commodities  at  competitive  prices  in  world 
markets,  selling  them  for  approximately  485  million  American  dollars^ 
Subsequent  to  that,  under  urging  by  the  Committee  the  Corporatioi^ 
finally,  in  1955,  offered  all  commodities  held  by  it,  except  cotton,  in 
world  trade  at  competitive  prices  through  regular  trade  channels.  This 
action  came  after  the  Committee,  in  its  report,  had  provided  special 
funds  for  a  sales  manager  and  a  sales  program,  pointing  out  that  the 
Corporation  was  derelict  in  having  no  real  sales  policy  and  no  sales 
manager.  The  resulting  sales  for  dollars  reached  the  high  level  of 
$2.2  billion  for  the  fiscal  year  1955. 

In  January  1956,  under  continuing  pressure  from  the  Committee, 
the  Department,  under  its  general  authority,  finally  offered  one  million 
bales  of  cotton  in  world  trade  at  competitive  prices.  Officials  expressed 
the  hope  that  they  might  sell  this  million  bales  within  six  months. 
Actually,  the  cotton  was  sold  for  dollars  in  less  than  two  months. 
Thereafter,  for  a  period  of  months,  Department  officials  kept  promis¬ 
ing  to  make  further  offerings.  Holdings  of  the  CCC,  including  cotton 
under  loan,  had  reached  18.4  million  bales  on  December  31,  1955. 
After  three  successive  dates  on  which  officials  of  the  Department  had 
promised  to  sell  but  failed  to  do  so,  the  Congress  passed  the  Export 
Sales  Act  of  1956,  requiring  the  Department  to  use  its  existing  author- 
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itv  to  soil  cotton  and  other  commodities  competitively,  in  order  to 
regain  and  retain  world  markets.  In  such  Act,  Congress  directed  that 
United  States  supplies,  surplus  to  domestic  demand,  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  buyers  of  the  world  on  a  competitive  basis,  as  authorized 
in  the  Charter  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  new  policy 
was  accepted  abroad  and,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Committee,  gave  con¬ 
fidence  to  users  of  American  commodities  that  the  U.  S.  A.  would  con¬ 
tinue  to  produce  cotton  and  other  commodities,  and  would  make  Gov¬ 
ernment  stocks  available  in  world  markets  on  a  competitive  basis. 

In  fiscal  year  1950,  exports  for  dollars  totalled  $2.1  billion,  including 
1,177,842  bales  of  cotton.  In  fiscal  year  1957,  exports  for  dollars 
reached  a  total  of  $2.8  billion,  including  7,764,962  bales  of  cotton. 
These  exports  for  dollars  were  under  the  competitive  sales  program, 
always  authorized  but  not  used  until  insisted  upon  by  t his  Committee. 
These  commodities  moved  through  regular  trade  channels. 

^  PROPOSED  SUBSTITUTE 

The  Committee  has  been  disturbed  during  the  present  hearings  to 
find  that  the  Department  is  contemplating  the  elimination  of  this 
competitive  sales  program  and  the  substitution  of  an  export  subsidy 
arrangement,  whereby  the  stocks  of  CCC,  assets  of  the  Corporation, 
would  be  transferred  to  American  exporters  who  exported  commodi¬ 
ties  from  their  own  stocks. 

From  the  testimony,  it  is  not  clear  that  authority  exists  for  thus 
disposing  of  CCC  assets,  with  the  exception  of  wheat,  where  the  CCC 
has  additional  authority  under  the  International  Wheat  Agreement. 

This  action  is  being  planned,  notwithstanding  the  proven  value  of 
the  competitive  export  sales  program,  and  notwithstanding  the 
requirements  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956. 

The  Department  urges  this  change  for  cotton,  because  of  a  shortage 
of  cotton  for  export  needs.  Yet  the  hearings  show  that  2  million 
bales  of  CCC  cotton  heretofore  sold  and  committed  to  the  export 
market  have  not  been  shipped  out  of  the  country.  In  addition,  the 
CCC  has  on  hand  now  more  than  1.5  million  bales  and  holds  loans  on 
more  than  3  million  bales,  subject  to  call  by  August  1,  1958.  This 
Snakes  a  total  of  6.5  million  bales  now  in  this  country  which  could  be 
aised  to  meet  export  market  needs. 

These  facts  raise  questions  as  to  whether  the  need  for  an  additional 
system  for  exports  is  as  acute  as  has  been  claimed.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  testified  that  a  considerable  part  of  this  cotton  is  of  inferior 
grade  and  quality,  for  which  there  is  little  demand.  It  follows,  how¬ 
ever,  if  the  Corporation  does  not  sell  such  cotton  during  a  period  of 
relatively  short  supply,  it  is  doubtful  if  it  will  ever  sell. 

The  Committee  points  out  that,  in  order  to  preserve  the  full  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Corporation  to  support  farm  prices,  and  in  order  to 
protect  its  capital  structure,  the  Congress  is  now  required  to  restore 
to  such  Corporation  the  difference  between  what  it  has  invested  and 
what  such  commodities  sell  for.  But  under  the  export  subsidy,  with 
payment  in  kind  proposed,  the  Congress  would  be  required  to  appro¬ 
priate  sums  equal  to  the  full  amount  such  Corporation  has  invested 
in  commodities  transferred  to  private  firms  or  individuals. 

These  facts,  when  taken  with  the  obligation  of  the  officers  of  the 
Corporation  to  protect  its  assets  and  its  capital  impairment,  and 
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thereby  hold  down  appropriations  from  the  Treasury,  raise  further 
doubts  as  to  the  wisdom  of  substituting  this  proposal  for  the  proven 
competitive  sales  program. 

The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  such  a  program,  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute,  in  no  way  compares  with  the  soundness  of  the  present  com¬ 
petitive  sales  program.  Such  a  proposal  if  substituted  for  the  com¬ 
petitive  program,  could  do  untold  damage  to  the  confidence  we  have 
gained  with  the  foreign  buyers  and  users  of  American  products  and 
would  lead  them,  once  again,  to  believe  that  there  was  no  consistency 
in  U.  S.  policies  on  sales,  and  that  they  would  have  to  expect  changes 
from  year  to  year. 

The  Committee  would  point  out  that  other  countries  sell  what  they 
produce  and  don’t  need  at  what  the  market  will  bring.  Under  such 
program,  which  we  have  effectively  used  in  recent  years,  the  buyers 
have  the  opportunity  to  support  the  world  price  by  their  bids,  whereas 
under  any  export  subsidy  program  our  Government  would  take  the 
responsibility  for  fixing  the  price.  This  would  create  dangers  of  once^* 
again  holding  an  umbrella  over  world  markets.  Further,  the  designa-'* 
tion  of  the  differential  as  a  subsidy  would  be  the  basis  of  a  charge  by 
our  competitors  that  we  were  dumping. 

The  Committee  also  would  point  out  that  any  fixing  of  an  export 
subsidy,  without  a  continuance  of  present  competitive  sales  from 
CCC  stocks,  would  lend  itself  to  all  kinds  of  pressures  from  inter¬ 
national  operators  and  domestic  mills.  Such  a  subsidy  could  be 
reduced  to  the  point  of  creating  a  virtual  embargo  on  exports,  or  it 
could  be  increased  to  give  a  real  bonanza  to  exporters.  In  the  absence 
of  competitive  sales  by  CCC,  it  could  enable,  or  at  least  provide,  an 
opportunity  for  the  "trade”,  particularly  the  international  firms,  to 
manipulate  both  domestic  and  world  prices,  and  could  lead  to  an 
umbrella  over  foreign  production  and  expansion.  It  could  easily  be 
to  the  interest  of  such  international  firms  to  raise  world  prices  by  hold¬ 
ing  United  States  commodities  off  world  markets,  thereby  enabling 
themselves  to  make  profits  on  their  holdings  in  other  countries,  to  the 
detriment  of  American  producers. 

The  Committee  would  point  out  that  Section  201  (a)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1956,  contains  the  following  directive: 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  as  rapidly  as 
possible,  consistent  with  its  existing  authority,  the  operation 
of  the  price  support  program,  and  orderly  liquidation,  dispose 
of  all  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities  held  by  it. 

That  directive  is  clear  and  the  substitution  of  any  program  for 
competitive  sales  which  did  less  than  that  called  for  would  not  be  in 
line  with  the  intent  of  the  Act  and  would,  therefore,  be  illegal. 

The  Committee  would  point  out,  based  on  many  years’  experience, 
that  if  any  such  program  of  export  subsidy  were  substituted,  it  would 
risk  domination  and  control  and  limitation  of  export  sales  by  the  State 
Department,  which  frequently  reflects  the  pressures  from  other  gov¬ 
ernments. 

The  Committee  is  also  of  the  opinion  that  any  such  program  might 
enable  the  trade  to  withhold  offerings  in  world  trade  until  they  forced 
the  Department  to  increase  such  subsidy,  paid  to  the  trade,  to  such 
levels  as  the  trade  might  demand.  This  would  lead  to  increased  cost 
to  the  Government  and  increased  profits  to  certain  members  of  the 
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trade.  If  such  actions  were  taken  it  would  constitute  an  invitation  for 
expanded  foreign  production. 

On  the  other  hand,  as  has  been  pointed  out,  such  export  subsidy 
could  be  reduced  to  such  a  low  level  by  the  Department  as  to  constitute 
a  virtual  embargo  on  exports,  thus  depriving  U.  S.  producers  of  then- 
fair  share  of  world  markets. 

Also,  it  is  pointed  out  that  any  such  export  subsidy,  if  fixed  or  firm, 
would  again  constitute  an  umbrella  over  production  which  would 
enable  producers  in  foreign  countries,  numerous  Americans  among 
them,  to  hold  their  offering  prices  just  under  the  U.  S.  offering  price 
and  thereby  obtain  the  sales. 

Because  of  these  weaknesses  and  other  dangers  inherent  in  the  export 
subsidy  program,  it  becomes  even  more  essential  that  we  retain  the 
competitive  sales  program  as  protection.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
Committee,  any  new  export  subsidy  or  other  means  of  export  should 
not  be  substituted  for  the.  policy  of  offering  CCC  commodities  for 
export  on  a  competitive  bid  basis  through  regular  trade  channels. 

Whether  the  Department  should  work  out  its  proposed  export 
program  with  payment  in  kind,  if  determined  to  be  legal,  as  an  addi¬ 
tional  means  to  be  used  only  so  long  as  the  CCC  sales  program  on  a 
competitive  bid  basis  is  being  used,  has  not  fully  been  determined  by 
the  Committee.  We  are  convinced,  however,  that  such  a  program, 
without  the  present  competitive  sales  program  by  CCC  to  protect 
against  the  dangers  inherent  in  the  export  subsidy  payment  in  kind 
approach,  could  lead  to  disaster. 

The  Committee  therefore  insists  that  it  is  essential  for  the  protection 
of  the  assets  of  the  Corporation,  for  its  discharge  of  its  responsibility 
under  the  law,  and  for  the  protection  of  the  American  farmer’s  fail- 
share  of  world  markets,  in  order  to  give  assurance  to  foreign  users  of 
American  commodities  that  the  U.  S.  A.  will  continue  to  make  its 
commodities  available  on  world  markets  at  truly  competitive  prices, 
as  authorized  and  directed  by  law,  that  the  sales  program  on  a  com¬ 
petitive  bid  basis — with  exports  through  normal  trade  channels — 
be  continued,  whatever  additional  programs  may  be  used  to  comple¬ 
ment  such  program. 

In  view  of  Congressional  interest  in  a  consistent  sales  policy,  the 
sales  manager  is  directed  to  report  monthly  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House,  and  to  the  appropriate  committees  of  the  House  and  Senate, 
the  policies,  activities,  and  developments,  including  all  sales  and  dis¬ 
posals,  with  regard  to  each  commodity  which  the  Corporation  owns  or 
which  it  is  directed  to  support. 

RECLASSING 

In  connection  with  the  export  sales  program  on  cotton,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  urged  the  Department  to  sample  and  reclass  such  cotton 
prior  to  offering,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  some  of  this  cotton  had 
been  held  for  6  or  7  years.  The  Department  insisted  it  could  not 
sample  and  reclassify  this  cotton  in  advance  of  sales.  The  records 
show,  however,  that  immediately  upon  selling  this  cotton  to  American 
firms  for  export,  many  of  them  being  international  firms,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  did  then  reclassify  the  cotton  and  made  rebates  in  the  sum  of 
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$135,677,036  to  these  firms.  The  names  of  the  larger  purchasers 
appear  in  the  heal  ings  on  pages  1676-1678  of  Volume  3. 

According  to  information  of  the  Committee,  many  of  these  firms 
which  purchased  this  cotton  and  received  rebates  by  virtue  of  a 
reclassification  downward  sold  this  cotton  in  world  markets  at  classi¬ 
fications  or  grades  equivalent  to  or  in  excess  of  the  original  classifi¬ 
cation.  Whether  the  same  situation  exists  with  regard  to  other 
commodities  has  not  been  explored  by  the  Committee. 

In  the  interest  of  retaining  confidence  in  the  classing  service  of  the 
Department,  and  in  the  integrity  of  the  operations  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  any  reclassing  which  should  be  in  order  in  the 
future  should  be  made  in  advance  of  sale  so  as  to  avoid  the  payment 
of  rebates. 

Such  a  situation  as  has  existed  raises  serious  questions  as  to  whether 
the  assets  of  the  Corporation  are  being  protected  fully,  and  lends  itself 
to  other  serious  questions.  Any  recurrence  should  be  prevented. 

CATALOGUE  NOW 

To  make  cotton  now  under  loan  and  in  CCC  hands  available  for 
export  at.  the  earliest  possible  date,  the  Department  is  directed  to 
catalogue,  prior  to  July  31,  1958,  all  loan  cotton  now  in  its  hands. 

EXTENSION  OF  REQUIREMENT  TO  EXPORT 

Under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  providing  for  substitution,  the 
purchasers  made  bond  in  the  amount  of  30  percent  of  the  value,  to 
insure  export  of  such  cotton  within  a  definite  period  after  purchase. 
Department  witnesses  testified  that  consideration  was  being  given  to 
an  extension  of  time  under  such  bond. 

In  view  of  world  needs  for  American  cotton,  and  our  short  supply, 
as  testified  to  by  the  Department  in  supporting  its  proposed  program 
of  payment  of  an  export  subsidy  in  kind,  this  extension  so  far  as  our 
hearings  are  concerned  appears  to  be  of  doubtful  benefit  to  the 
Government,  though  it  might  be  of  benefit  to  the  trade. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  such  extension  of  time  in  which  buyers  could 
export  might  raise  serious  questions  as  to  whether  future  commitments 
and  bonds  would  mean  anything.  It  is  the  Committee’s  belief  that, 
should  such  extension  be  granted,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
should  demand  a  premium  per  bale,  or  a  fair  share  of  any  profits  made, 
or  some  other  proper  consideration  for  such  extension,  if  the  integrity 
of  the  competitive  sales  program  is  to  be  retained. 

ADDITIONAL  FACILITIES 

A  number  of  specific  proposals  for  the  establishment  of  new  facilities 
to  meet  the  needs  of  various  parts  of  the  country  were  brought  to  the 
Committee’s  attention  by  Members  of  Congress  and  others.  Atten¬ 
tion  is  directed  to  Part  5  of  this  year’s  hearings  for  further  details  on 
each  proposal. 

The  Committee  recognizes  that,  many  of  these  proposals  would  make 
a  valuable  contribution  to  the  work  of  the  Department  and  those 
cooperating  in  its  programs.  If  it  were  possible  to  do  so,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  would  recommend  funds  in  this  bill  for  many  of  these  facilities. 
Budgetary  restrictions,  and  the  fact  that  the  regular  operating  expenses 
of  the  Department  have  increased  from  $796  million  in  fiscal  year  1952 
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to  $1,729  million  in  fiscal  year  1958,  has  limited  what  the  Committee 
feels  it  can  recommend  in  this  bill. 

Also,  a  number  of  instances  of  inadequate  housing  and  examples  of 
inadequate  facilities  for  agricultural  activities  which  have  been 
centralized  have  been  called  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee.  One 
such  example  is  at  Amarillo,  Texas. 

In  view  of  present  Federal  efforts  to  embark  upon  an  expanded 
program  of  public  works,  it  may  be  desirable  to  undertake  some  of 
these  projects.  The  Secretary  is  urged  to  review  these  various  pro¬ 
posals  for  possible  presentation  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the 
Congress.  In  the  opinion  of  the  members  of  the  Committee,  the 
priority  of  such  projects  is  as  high,  or  even  higher,  than  many  of 
those  now  being  undertaken. 

It  is  pointed  out,  too,  that  the  Department  has  authority  to  move 
funds  from  finished  projects  to  new  work  and  to  transfer  up  to  7 
percent  among  appropriations.  It  is  possible  that  the  more  urgent 
.of  these  needs  can  be  met  through  this  means,  within  funds  presently 
'available. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service  conducts  the  production  and 
utilization  research  of  the  Department  (except  forestry  research), 
and  the  inspection,  disease  and  pest  control,  and  eradication  work 
associated  with  this  research. 

Research. — The  Committee  recommends  $58,444,890  for  1959,  a 
decrease  of  $2,300,000  in  the  budget  estimate  and  an  increase  of 
$650,000  over  the  appropriation  for  the  current  fiscal  year.  In  view 
of  the  elimination  of  certain  non-recurring  items  provided  in  the  1958 
appropriations,  however,  the  actual  increase  is  $2,300,000,  all  of  which 
is  provided  to  expand  research  on  utilization  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities. 

Since  1952,  the  research  funds  for  the  Department  under  this 
appropriation  have  been  increased  over  77  percent.  This  rapid 
increase  has  created  problems  in  securing  well  trained  scientists  and 
expanding  facilities  on  an  efficient  and  orderly  basis.  In  order  to 
assure  t  he  maximum  results  from  the  research  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  during  the  next  year,  the  Committee  has  held  the  increase  for 
’utilization  research  to  a  reasonable  level,  consistent  with  the  ability 
to  recruit  trained  personnel  and  expand  facilities  on  a  sound  basis. 
It  does  not  question  the  need  for  the  utilization  research  programs 
conducted  by  the  Department  and  it  recognizes  the  many  valuable 
contributions  which  have  been  made  by  such  programs.  Its  action 
is  based  on  the  need  to  be  sure  that  they  are  expanded  on  a  sound 
and  efficient  basis. 

It  would  appear  to  be  unsound  to  provide  for  utilization  research 
on  new  crops  until  the  value  of  the  end  product  is  known.  The 
Committee  approves  research  on  the  value  of  linoleic  acid.  How¬ 
ever,  expanded  work  on  safflower  oil  to  produce  linoleic  acid  does 
not  seem  warranted  until  a  determination  has  been  made  as  to  the 
value  of  such  an  acid.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  that  research  in  new  sources  of  oils  would  only  aggravate  the 
surplus  situation  facing  the  many  domestic  oils  now  in  use. 

The  1959  budget  proposed  an  increase  of  over  $10  million  for  utiliza¬ 
tion  research,  $4,600,000  by  direct  appropriation,  $805,000  by  transfer 
of  funds  from  various  production  research  activities,  and  approx- 


12 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION'S,  1959 


imately  $5  million  through  the  use  of  Public  Law  480  funds  for 
utilization  research  in  foreign  countiies.  The  Commit  tee  is  in  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  for  utilization  research  abroad. 

In  addition  it  has  provided  in  the  amount  recommended  for  this 
appropriation,  an  increase  of  $2,300,000  for  utilization  research.  This 
will  make  available  a  total  of  over  $20  million  for  utilization  research 
during  the  coming  year,  including  the  proposed  use  of  Public  Law 
480  funds.  In  addition,  $2,000,000  is  available  for  utilization  research 
by  the  Forest  Service. 

The  Committee  action  provides  for  restoring  the  funds  to  the  various 
production  research  programs  proposed  to  be  curtailed  to  expand 
utilization  research.  It  is  believed  unsound  to  eliminate  these  activi¬ 
ties,  in  view  of  the  valuable  contributions  they  have  made  through  the 
years,  not  only  to  those  engaged  in  agriculture,  but  also  to  the  people 
of  the  entire  country.  It  is  generally  agreed  that  the  economic  stress 
now  being  experienced  by  agricultural  producers  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try  would  be  considerably  worse,  had  it  not  been  for  the  increased/* 
efficiency  in  production  which  has  resulted  from  this  type  of  research.  >i 
The  Committee  believes  fully  in  the  value  of  utilization  research.  It 
believes,  however,  that  the  additional  funds  in  this  bill,  together  with 
those  proposed  to  be  spent  from  Public  Law  480  sources,  will  provide 
adequate  expansion  in  utilization  research  in  the  coming  year,  with¬ 
out  the  additional  transfer  proposed  in  the  1959  budget. 

Many  urgent  production  research  problems  not  included  in  the  1959 
Budget  have  been  brought  to  the  Committee’s  attention.  One  ex¬ 
ample  in  the  serious  threat  from  the  Hoja  blanca  or  white  leaf  disease 
of  rice.  Another  is  the  need  for  more  study  on  the  "cold  hardiness” 
problems  facing  fruit  growers  in  Florida,  Texas  and  California.  Var¬ 
ious  other  examples  are  contained  in  Part  5  of  the  Committee  hearings. 

The  Department  is  requested  to  give  these  matters  special  atten¬ 
tion.  To  the  extent  that  those  that  are  meritorious  can  not  be  carried 
on  within  funds  now  available,  the  Department  should  consider  the 
possibility  of  placing  them  in  the  1960  Budget.  Further,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  feels  that,  from  funds  now  available,  the  Department  should 
staff  the  new  Weslaco,  Texas,  laboratory  when  it  is  ready  for  opera¬ 
tion. 

Research  on  the  eradication  of  the  corn  borer  and  other  corn  in-/" 
sects  also  needs  to  be  increased.  The  Department  is  requested  to''* 
study  this  matter  and  submit  a  special  report  to  Congress  next  year 
as  to  future  action  needed  to  meet  this  problem. 

Within  the  funds  provided,  the  Department  should  utilize  $50,000 
for  expanded  field  crops  research  on  rusts  and  breeding  problems 
affecting  rice  and  wheat  production,  and  $12,500  for  additional  re¬ 
search  on  pear  decline.  It  has  been  pointed  out  that  the  pear  indus¬ 
try  itself  has  made  available  funds  in  the  neighborhood  of  $55,000  in 
the  search  for  a  cure. 

An  excellent  presentation  was  made  to  the  Committee  requesting 
more  adequate  attention  to  the  boll  weevil  problems  in  the  South. 

It  is  estimated  that,  during  the  15-year  period  from  1940-1954,  the 
boll  weevil  destroyed  cotton  and  cottonseed  valued  at  $2,257  billion. 

It  is  further  estimated  that  over  $75  million  is  spent  by  farmers  each 
year  for  boll  weevil  poison  applied  in  the  fields.  The  Committee 
agrees  that  further  efforts  to  solve  this  problem  should  be  made  as 
rapidly  as  possible.  The  Secretary  is  urged  to  review  this  matter  and 
recommend  during  his  next  appearance  before  this  Committee  concrete 
proposals  for  meeting  this  problem.  For  this  purpose,  an  additional 
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amount  of  $25,000  should  be  allocated,  from  funds  available  for  the 
coming  year. 

The  Committee  is  well  satisfied  with  progress  being  made  in  the 
establishment  of  the  soil  and  water  research  tacilities  authorized  last 
year.  Numerous  requests  have  been  made  to  the  Committee  for  at¬ 
tention  to  this  need  in  other  geographical  areas.  The  Committee 
therefore  recommends  to  the  Secretary  that  study  be  given  to  the 
needs  for  similar  laboratories  in  Kentucky,  in  the  Oklahoma-Texas 
area,  in  the  area  of  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  in  other  areas  of  the 
country,  with  a  view  to  consideration  of  such  needs  in  connection 
with  next  year’s  budget. 

Language  has  been  included  in  the  bill  to  enable  the  Department  to 
replace  buildings  at  the  Plum  Island  Research  Laboratory  in  the 
event  of  damage  from  a  serious  storm.  Due  to  the  location  of  this 
facility,  such  stand-by  authority  appears  to  be  needed.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  requests,  however,  that  it  be  notified  by  the  Department  of  any 
proposed  use  of  this  authority. 

During  the  past  recess  of  Congress,  the  Committee’s  investigative 
staff  made  a  thorough  study  of  the  proposals  of  the  President’s  Com¬ 
mission  on  Increased  Industrial  Use  of  Agricultural  Products.  A  few 
of  the  more  pertinent  findings  are  quoted  below.  The  full  investi¬ 
gation  report  has  been  printed  in  Part  I  of  this  year’s  hearings. 

1.  Mr.  J.  I  jeroy  Welsh,  Chairman  of  the  Commission,  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  Commission  only  made  a  limited  inquiry  into 
the  areas  mentioned  in  the  Committee’s  directive.  Mr. 
Welsh  stated  that  the  Commission  did  not  have  sufficient 
time  or  personnel  to  perform  the  research  necessary  to  gather 
data  relative  to  loss  of  markets  for  agricultural  raw  material, 
funds  presently  being  spent  in  research,  potential  consump¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  raw  material  for  industrial  use,  or  the 
transfer  from  one  farm  commodity  to  another.  He  stated 
that  any  statements  made  in  the  final  report  in  these  areas 
could  be  considered  as  a  general  estimate  based  upon  infor¬ 
mation  furnished  by  USD  A  or  on  information  known  to 
some  individual  on  a  task  group  who  is  familiar  with  the 
industry.  Mr.  Welsh  advised  that  the  Commission,  in  the 
short  time  available,  was  interested  in  gathering  ail  of  the 
potential  outlets  for  farm  commodities  in  industrial  use  and 
then  establish  some  means  whereby  a  program  utilizing 
agricultural  raw  materials  could  be  carried  out. 

2.  Mr.  Welsh  advised  that  he  instructed  the  task  groups 
to  put  down  on  paper  any  project  for  research  that  they 
could  think  of,  even  if  it  resembled  a  dream.  Dr.  Hilbert 
stated  that  USD  A  furnished  a  list  of  projects  that  they  are 
working  on  or  have  planned  for  the  future.  From  these 
lists  the  Commission  in  an  executive  session  selected  the 
projects  for  inclusion  in  the  final  report. 

3.  Mr.  Welsh  advised  that  the  Commission  did  not  make 
a  specific  study  into  the  loss  of  markets  for  agricultural 
products  to  synthetics.  The  estimates  used  in  the  report 
were  obtained  from  economists  of  USD  A  and  from  the 
familiarity  of  the  markets  known  to  individuals  from  in¬ 
dustry  who  were  on  the  task  groups.  He  stated  that  these 
estimates  have  been  used  from  time  to  time  in  various  pub¬ 
lications  and  have  been  generally  accepted  as  facts.  The 


14 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  195  9 


USDA  does  maintain  statistics  relating  to  markets  for  agri¬ 
cultural  products  and  these  statistics  clearly  reflect  a  declin¬ 
ing  market  for  such  products  by  industry. 

4.  The  Commission  proposed  that  funds  for  industrial- 
uses  research  be  increased  to  not  less  than  3  times  the 
amounts  currently  ($16,145,000)  available;  and  that  addi¬ 
tional  sums  be  provided  for  new  crops  research,  trial  com¬ 
mercialization,  development,  and  incentives. 

5.  The  Commission  furnished  19  examples  of  projects  for 
which  commercial  development  should  be  supported.  It 
would  appear  that  these  projects  are  beyond  the  basic 
research  stage  at  the  regional  industrial  utilization  labora¬ 
tories  of  USDA  and  are  ready  for  pilot-plant  operation, 
market  investigation  and  test,  and  economic  study. 

6.  The  group  did  concern  itself  with  the  production  of 
butyl  alcohol  and  other  solvents.  Corn  and  other  grains 
were  originally  used  for  this  fermentation,  but  gave  way  to 
molasses  which  was  available  at  a  much  lower  equivalent 
price  than  corn.  Since  molasses  has  climbed  in  price  be¬ 
cause  of  its  increased  use  in  feed  the  principal  competition 
now  is  petroleum  sources.  The  group  estimated  that  if 
corn  were  used,  giving  full  credit  for  all  the  byproducts,  the 
price  of  corn  would  have  to  be  at  least  no  more  than  one- 
lialf  the  present  quoted  price  delivered  to  offer  sufficient 
incentive  for  its  use. 

7.  The  task  group  stated  that  the  synthetic-rubber  in¬ 
dustry  is  firmly  based  on  economical  butadiene  produced 
directly  from  petroleum  raw  materials.  This  process  is  well 
established,  and  costs  are  very  low.  The  raw  material  is 
abundant  and  the  price  is  stable.  As  a  result,  under  present 
economic  conditions  the  growth  potential  for  industrial 
alcohol  for  this  outlet  does  not  exist.  It  is  only  under 
conditions  of  heavy  subsidy  that  butadiene  can  be  produced 
from  industrial  alcohol. 

8.  The  final  report  of  the  Commission  reported  that  indus¬ 
trial  alcohol  as  a  blend  with  gasoline  for  motor  fuel  on  a 
national  basis  is  not  practicable  because — 

1.  No  blend  of  less  than  10  percent  would  be  practical 
or  effective. 

2.  A  10-percent  blend  of  industrial  alcohol  would  re¬ 
quire  in  excess  of  2  billion  bushels  annually,  which  is 
more  than  the  current  surpluses  of  cereal  grains. 

3.  Plant  capacity  for  processing  this  quantity  of  grain 
would  cost  in  the  neighborhood  of  $2  billion  and  would 
have  to  be  built  with  Government  funds. 

4.  The  total  cost  to  the  public  through  the  increase 
in  the  price  of  motor  fuel  would  be  in  excess  of  $1  billion 
annually. 

In  view  of  these  facts,  the  present  state  of  scientific 
knowledge,  and  costs  involved,  the  Commission  found  it 
impracticable  to  recommend  an  alcohol  motor-fuel  program. 

9.  The  report  further  stated  that  careful  study  leads  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  possibilities  are  extremely  limited  in 
developing  truly  new  uses  for  cotton,  desirable  as  it  would  be. 
The  best  potentials  for  expanding  cotton  consumption  are  in 
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increasing  t lie  total  market  for  textiles  and  in  increasing 
cotton’s  share  of  the  total.  The  factors  that  must  be  con¬ 
sidered  are  price,  quality,  and  promotional  effort. 

10.  Dr.  (1.  E.  Hilbert,  Research  Director  for  the  Com¬ 
mission,  and  Assistant  Administrator  of  the  Utilization 
Research  and  Development  Branch,  Agricultural  Research 
Service,  USDA,  advised  that  the  Commission’s  report  did 
not  recommend  any  new  projects  which  have  not  been 
known  to  the  USDA.  He  advised  that  the  men  who 
worked  on  the  task  groups  were  selected  because  of  their 
familiarity  with  a  particular  commodity  and  the  particular 
projects  recommended  for  research  investigation  for  each 
commodity  are  well  known  to  people  in  industry,  science, 
and  the  USDA.  lie  further  advised  that  projects  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  Commission’s  report  are  projects  which  the 
regional  laboratories  have  conducted  limited  research  on  or 
will  conduct  research  on  in  the  future  when  funds  and 
personnel  are  available. 

The  Committee  believes  that  the  best  way  to  increase  the  use  of 
agricultural  products  would  be  for  the  President’s  Commission  to 
review  research  work  now  underway  and  recommend  changes  which 
would  strengthen  the  existing  research  programs  of  Department. 
In  the  opinion  of  t lie  Committee,  the  most  effective  way  to  increase 
the  use  of  agricultural  products  is  to  gradually  expand  the  utilization 
research  programs  of  the  Department  on  a  sound  and  efficient  basis. 
It  believes  that  the  creation  of  an  additional  research  agency  would 
inevitably  result  in  duplication  of  effort.  It  further  believes  that  a 
sudden  three -fold  expansion  of  the  program  would  create  a  great  deal 
of  waste  and  confusion. 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control. — A  total  of  $41,732,000  is 
proposed  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  a  decrease  of  $400,000  in  the  budget 
estimate  and  an  increase  of  $11,(350,000  over  the  1958  appropriation. 
The  amount  recommended  includes  an  additional  $39,300  to  determine 
compliance  with  laws  related  to  contamination  of  food  from  insecti¬ 
cides,  $75,000  to  take  over  foreign  plant  quarantine  work  in  Florida, 
$75,000  to  meet  the  increased  volume  of  baggage  to  be  inspected  at 
ports  of  entry,  and  an  additional  $600,000  for  screw-worm  eradication. 

The  bill  also  includes  a  total  of  $15,000,000  for  the  eradication  of 
brucellosis.  1  n  recent  years,  the  program  for  eradication  of  brucellosis 
has  been  financed  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds  on  a 
reimbursable  basis,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954. 
It  is  proposed  in  this  bill  to  adopt  the  budget  recommendation  that 
the  program  be  financed  by  direct  appropriation  in  the  future. 

The  Committee  believes  this  trend  away  from  the  use  of  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  funds  to  finance  various  programs  not  related  to 
the  price  support  activities,  for  which  purpose  the  Corporation  was 
created,  is  good  and  should  be  encouraged.  It  is  understood  that, 
should  present  laws  authorizing  the  financing  of  the  brucellosis  eradi¬ 
cation  program  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds  be  ex¬ 
tended,  the  authority  of  that  law  would  be  used  only  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  supplement  funds  provided  in  this  appropriation. 

Meat  inspection.— The  Committee  recommends  the  sum  of  $24, 326- 
GOO  for  1959  for  the  regular  meat  inspection  service  and  the  new 
mandatory  poultry  inspection  program  authorized  last  year.  Of  this 
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amount,  not  to  exceed  $17,826,000  should  be  used  to  meet  the  regular 
meat  inspection  workload.  This,  in  effect,  provides  $1  million  more 
for  this  work  than  in  fiscal  year  1958,  if  needed.  At  the  same  time, 
there  should  be  adequate  funds  to  meet  the  full  poultry  inspection 
workload  as  required  by  the  new  law. 

In  the  interest  of  a  more  effective  meat  inspection  service,  and  in 
view  of  the  increased  efficiency  which  should  result  from  consolidation 
of  similar  activities,  the  Committee  recommends  the  consolidation  of 
the  regular  meat  inspection  service  with  the  new  inspection  service 
for  poultry  and  poidtry  products.  While  separation  of  these  activities 
may  have  been  advisable  when  one  inspection  service  was  on  a  manda¬ 
tory  basis  and  the  other  on  a  purely  voluntary  basis,  now  that  they 
are  both  mandatory  the  Committee  feels  that  they  should  be  con¬ 
solidated  into  one  operation.  The  merging  of  the  two  services  should 
result  in  greater  efficiency  and  in  additional  flexibility  needed  to  meet 
peak  workload  periods.  The  same  type  of  personnel  will  be  needed 
for  both  types  of  inspections,  generally.  Further,  there  will  be  many  f 
areas  where  both  types  of  plants  can  be  served  by  one  group  of  v* 
inspectors. 

State  experiment  stations. — An  appropriation  of  $30,353,708  is 
recommended  for  grants  to  state  experiment  stations.  In  addition, 
$250,000  is  provided  for  penalty  mail  costs.  The  amounts  recom¬ 
mended  are  the  full  budget  estimates  and  are  the  same  as  those 
provided  for  the  fiscal  year  1958. 

Since  1952,  appropriations  for  this  purpose  have  increased  over  140 
percent.  In  view  of  the  continuing  needs  of  agricultural  producers  for 
information  about  better  seeds,  fertilizers,  insecticides  and  growing 
practices,  to  offset  falling  farm  prices  and  increased  production  costs, 
the  Committee  recommends  continuation  of  the  present  level  of  ap¬ 
propriations  for  this  purpose. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

The  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  of  the  Department  aids 
in  diffusing  among  the  people  of  the  United  States  useful  and  practical 
information  on  subjects  relating  to  agriculture  and  home  economics 
and  encourages  the  use  of  such  information.  The  work  is  carried  on  /  • 
by  incorporating  research  results,  technological  advancements,  and 
other  facts  of  the  Department,  the  agricultural  colleges,  and  the 
experiment  stations  into  a  national  educational  program  to  provide 
the  means  by  which  people  can  effectively  solve  their  farm,  home, 
marketing  and  relating  problems.  The  Extension  Service  is  financed 
from  Federal,  State,  county  and  local  sources,  and  the  use  of  funds 
provided  is  under  the  control  of  the  States.  The  funds  are  used 
within  the  States  for  employment  of  State  specialists,  county  agents, 
home  demonstration  agents,  4-H  club  agents,  and  others  who  con¬ 
duct  among  rural  people  joint  educational  programs  adapted  to  local 
problems  and  conditions. 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska  and  Puerto  Rico. — The  full 
budget  estimate  of  $50,715,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year,  the  same  amounts  as  provided  for  the  fiscal  year  1958. 

There  has  been  a  large  increase  in  the  size  of  this  appropriation  since 
1952,  nearly  80  percent.  The  Committee  feels,  however,  that  this 
level  of  expenditure  should  be  continued  in  the  coming  fiscal  year  in 
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order  to  assure  adequate  assistance  to  fanners  who  need  help  to  meet 
their  serious  problems  resulting  from  reduced  farm  income. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents. — The  budget  estimate  of 
$5,479,375  is  recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  an  increase  of 
$219,375  over  the  appropriation  for  the  fiscal  year  1958.  The  amount 
recommended  will  cover  the  full  retirement  fund  contributions  required 
for  cooperative  extension  agents  during  the  coming  year. 

Penalty  mail. — The  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget  estimate 
of  $1,868,480  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  State1  extension  directors  and 
county  extension  agents  during  the  fiscal  year  1959,  as  authorized 
by  law.  The  decrease  of  $295,520  results  from  a  revised  procedure 
for  determining  mailing  costs,  which  has  been  developed  concurrently 
by  the  Post  Office  Department  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Federal  Extension  Service. — The  full  budget  estimate  of  $2,096,540 
is  proposed  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  for  the  Federal  Extension  Service, 
which  provides  the  leadership,  counsel  and  assistance  to  the  extension 
services  in  48  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska  and  Puerto  Rico.  This  is  the 
same  amount  as  was  provided  for  the  fiscal  year  1958. 

FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

This  Service  conducts  research,  advisory  and  educational  work  with 
cooperatives  on  problems  of  organization,  financing,  management 
policies,  merchandising,  costs,  efficiency,  and  membership,  to  help 
farmers  who  are  members  of  such  organizations  improve  the  operations 
of  their  businesses.  It  cooperates  with  the  Extension  Service,  land- 
grant  colleges,  banks  for  cooperatives,  State  departments  of  agricul¬ 
ture,  and  other  agencies  to  bring  about  better  understanding  and 
application  of  sound  cooperative  principles  and  practices.  The 
Service  also  advises  other  Federal  agencies  on  problems  relating  to 
agricultural  cooperatives. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $578,000  is  recommended  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  was  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1958.  The  Committee  was  more  fully  satisfied  with  the  presen¬ 
tation  made  in  support  of  the  1959  budget  estimates  than  with 
presentations  made  at  hearings  in  prior  years. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  assists  soil  conservation  districts  and 
other  cooperators  in  bringing  about  physical  adjustments  in  land  use 
that  will  conserve  soil  and  water  resources,  provide  for  agricultural 
production  on  a  sustained  basis,  and  reduce  damage  by  floods  and 
sedimentation.  The  Service  also  develops  and  carries  out  special 
drainage,  irrigation,  flood  prevention,  and  watershed  protection 
activities  in  cooperation  with  soil  conservation  districts,  watershed 
groups,  and  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  having  related  respon¬ 
sibilities. 

Conservation  operations.- — The  Committee  recommends  the  sum  of 
$74,780,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1959,  an  increase  of  $2,500,000  in  the 
budget  estimate  and  an  increase  of  $2,235,000  over  amounts  provided 
for  fiscal  year  1958. 

Testimony  before  the  Committee  indicates  that  40  new  districts 
will  be  formed  during  the  current  fiscal  year  and  an  estimated  30 
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additional  districts  will  come  into  existence  during  the  fiscal  year 
1959.  No  additional  funds  were  included  in  the  1959  budget  esti¬ 
mate  to  permit  the  assignment  of  soil  conservation  technicians  to 
the  new  districts  as  formed.  It  was  pointed  out  by  Department 
officials  that  the  only  means  of  meeting  the  needs  of  the  new  districts 
is  to  transfer  technicians  from  existing  districts,  thereby  spreading 
existing  personnel  thinner  and  increasing  their  workload. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  basic  law  guarantees  the  services  of 
soil  conservation  technicians  to  all  districts,  new  as  well  as  existing 
districts,  the  Committee  feels  that  some  expansion  in  funds  and  per¬ 
sonnel  is  warranted  each  year  as  new  districts  come  into  the  program. 
Further,  in  view  of  the  increased  amounts  requested  by  the  President 
for  the  watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention  program,  in  line 
with  the  proposal  to  increase  public  works  expenditures  generally,  it  is 
essential  that  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  be  staffed  with  adequate 
well-trained  technicians. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  has  increased  this  appropriation  by 
$2,500,000  to  assure  sufficient  technicians  to  staff  existing  districts 
properly  and  provide  technical  assistance  to  new  districts  as  they 
are  established.  Also,  the  additional  funds  are  provided  for  adequate 
technicians  to  advise  and  assist  in  the  planning  and  construction  work 
on  the  eleven  major  watersheds  authorized  in  1944,  which  are  still  only 
about  24  percent  completed,  and  on  the  small  upstream  watershed 
projects  under  the  “pilot”  program  and  Public  Law  566,  83rd  Congress. 

Watershed  'protection.- — The  original  budget  requested  the  sum  of 
$14,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1959  for  this  program,  a  reduction  of 
$11,500,000  below  funds  provided  for  fiscal  year  1958.  House  Docu¬ 
ment  No.  351,  transmitted  by  the  President  on  March  12,  1958,  in¬ 
creased  the  budget  estimate  to  $24,000,000.  The  Committee  recom¬ 
mends  $25,500,000  for  the  coming  year,  the  amount  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1958. 

The  original  budget  estimate  of  $14  million  provided  funds  to  initiate 
60  new  watershed  projects  during  the  next  fiscal  year,  as  well  as  to 
continue  work  on  existing  projects.  The  additional  funds  requested 
in  House  Document  No.  351  will  authorize  an  additional  48  watershed 
projects  in  1959.  The  amount  recommended  in  the  bill  will  provide 
for  continuation  of  work  on  the  100  watershed  projects  now  underway 
and  will  permit  the  initiation  of  108  new  projects. 

Flood  prevention.— The  original  budget  estimate  proposed  $13,- 
220,000  for  flood  prevention  during  the  coming  fiscal  year.  A  supple¬ 
mental  estimate  transmitted  to  Congress  in  House  Document  No.  351 
on  March  12,  1958,  increased  the  amount  for  the  fiscal  year  1959  to  a 
total  of  $18,000,000. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $18,000,000  has  been  allowed  in  the 
accompanying  bill.  The  additional  $4,780,000  will  permit  the  acceler¬ 
ation  of  work  now  in  progress  on  the  eleven  authorized  watersheds 
financed  by  this  appropriation. 

The  Committee  feels  strongly  that  ever}'  possible  effort  must  be 
made  to  speed  up  the  work  on  these  projects.  It  was  contemplated 
when  this  program  was  established  in  1944  that  the  work  on  these 
watersheds  would  be  completed  in  about  fifteen  years.  A  special 
study  of  this  program  during  the  past  recess  of  Congress  indicates 
that  the  average  rate  of  completion  as  of  last  June  30  was  only  23.8 
percent.  This  study  shows  further  that,  at  the  present  rate  of  progress, 
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it  will  take  another  twenty  to  twenty-five  j'ears  to  complete  some  of 
these  projects. 

Evidence  before  the  Committee  indicates  that  considerable  savings 
have  resulted  from  the  work  already  completed  under  this  program. 
A  study  of  flood  damage  in  treated  and  untreated  areas  in  Texas 
and  other  parts  of  the  country  shows  conclusively  the  value  of  this 
work.  In  the  opinion  of  the  members  of  the  Committee,  the  taxpayer 
cannot  afford  to  further  delay  its  completion. 

During  the  hearings,  the  extent  to  which  the  Department  should 
transfer  funds  among  the  various  projects  was  discussed.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  agrees  that  some  latitude  is  needed  to  expedite  the  work.  It 
feels,  however,  that  Congress  should  be  kept  currently  advised  of 
proposed  shifts  of  funds  from  one  project  to  another  in  view  of  the 
importance  of  each  of  these  projects. 

Water  conservation  and  utilization  project*. — The  full  budget  esti¬ 
mate  of  $335,000  is  recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  a  decrease 
of  $15,000  in  the  budget  estimate. 

Nineteen  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  were  originally 
authorized  under  this  program.  Six  of  these  projects  have  been 
discontinued  due  to  inflationary  land  prices  and  other  changes. 
Twelve  projects  have  been  fully  completed.  The  only  remaining 
project,  located  at  Eden  Valley,  Wyoming,  is  scheduled  for  completion 
in  the  fiscal  year  1962.  The  small  reduction  proposed  is  made  possible 
by  the  completion  of  certain  phases  of  the  work  on  this  one  remaining 
project. 

Great  Plains  conservation  program. — The  accompanying  bill  includes 
the  full  budget  estimate  of  $10,000,000  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
This  is  the  same  amount  as  was  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  1958. 

This  is  a  voluntary  program  which  supplements  other  conservation 
programs  and  activities  in  designated  wind  erosion  counties  of  the  ten 
Great  Plains  States.  Cost-sharing  contracts  extend  from  three  to  ten 
years  and  include  a  plan  of  operation  for  the  farm  or  ranch  and  a  time 
schedule  for  installing  eligible  conservation  practices.  All  contracts 
must  terminate  by  December  31,  1971.  The  cost-sharing  rates  under 
this  program  run  up  to  80  percent  of  the  average  cost  of  installing  each 
eligible  practice. 

This  is  a  new  program  which  was  authorized  last  year  for  the  first 
time.  It  is  getting  underway  gradually  and  is  expected  to  be  in  full 
operation  by  fiscal  year  1959.  While  the  Committee  feels  that  even¬ 
tually  it  should  be  made  a  part  of  the  regular  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program,  it  has  taken  no  action  to  consolidate  such  programs  at 
this  time. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

The  purposes  of  this  program  include  restoring  and  improving  soil 
fertility,  reducing  erosion  caused  by  water  and  wind,  and  conserving 
water  on  the  land.  To  effectuate  these  purposes,  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  offers  cost-sharing  assistance  to  individual 
farmers  and  ranchers  for  carrying  out  approved  soil  building  and  soil 
and  water  conserving  practices  on  their  farms.  The  Federal  assist  ce 
represents  only  a  part  of  the  cost  of  performing  the  practice.  'The 
farmer  bears  the  balance  of  the  cost — 50  percent  on  the  average — and 
in  addition  supplies  the  labor  necessary  to  carry  out  the  practice. 

For  the  fiscal  year  1959,  an  appropriation  of  $235,000,000  is  recom¬ 
mended.  It  is  expected  that  this  amount  will  provide  adequate 
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funds  to  meet  all  commitments  made  to  participants  under  the  1958 
program  authorization  of  $250  million.  The  reduction  results  from 
savings  which  will  not  cause  the  Federal  Government  to  fail  to  meet 
its  commitments  under  the  advance  program  authorization  made  last 
year. 

The  President’s  budget  proposed  to  reduce  the  advance  1959  pro¬ 
gram  authorization  from  the  $250  million  level  which  has  been  in 
effect  since  1955  to  $125  million  for  the  coming  year.  This  is  the 
third  time  that  the  budget  has  recommended  a  decrease  below  $250 
million  since  1953. 

The  Committee  has  restored  the  full  $250  million  program  for  1959. 
Testimony  from  “dirt  farmers,”  as  well  as  from  farm  organizations 
and  others,  demonstrates  fully  the  importance  of  this  program  to  the 
agricultural  producers  of  the  nation,  especially  in  these  times  of 
serious  economic  stress  in  agriculture.  This  testimony,  which  is 
included  in  Part  5  of  this  year’s  hearings,  deserves  the  attention  of 
all  who  are  interested  in  agriculture. 

A  study  of  the  effect  on  the  natural  resources  of  this  country  in 
recent  years  from  droughts,  floods,  and  other  natural  disasters  pro¬ 
vides  convincing  evidence  of  the  real  value  of  this  program  to  the 
nation  as  a  whole.  The  significant  savings  to  our  land  which  have 
resulted  from  the  work  done  provide  a  solid  justification  for  con¬ 
tinuation  of  this  program  at  the  present  level.  The  transformation 
of  many  sections  of  the  country  from  barren  and  badly  eroded  fields 
to  fertile  and  attractive  areas  also  can  be  attributed  to  the  incentives 
offered  by  this  program.  In  view  of  the  tremendous  sums  spent  in 
restoring  damage  caused  by  natural  disasters  in  many  areas  of  the 
country  in  recent  years,  it  is  apparent  to  the  Committee  that  it  is 
less  costly  to  the  nation  to  prevent  the  loss  of  soil  and  water  through 
this  program,  than  to  restore  the  damage  after  it  has  happened. 
Further,  that  top  soil  which  flows  down  our  streams  and  rivers  every 
day  of  the  year  is  lost  forever  to  future  generations. 

Testimony  presented  to  the  Committee  indicates  that  over  1%  mil¬ 
lion  farmers  participate  in  the  agricultural  conservation  program, 
whereas  less  than  100,000  farmers  ai*e  participating  in  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program.  It  is  also  significant  to  note  that  the  partici¬ 
pants  in  the  agricultural  conservation  program  put  up  about  50  percent 
of  the  funds  expended,  plus  their  labor,  while  under  the  conservation 
reserve  the  Federal  Government  provides  up  to  SO  percent  of  the 
funds  expended  on  the  land. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  last  year  the  Committee  combined  all  soil 
and  water  conservation  appropriations  into  a  single  item  to  provide 
more  administrative  flexibility  and  encourage  eventual  consolidation 
of  the  various  conservation  programs  of  the  Department  into  a  single 
effort.  The  Committee  has  not  combined  the  funds  for  these  items 
in  the  bill  for  fiscal  year  1959  because  of  some  of  the  technical  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  various  programs.  It  still  believes,  however,  that 
eventual  consolidation  of  the  agricultural  conservation  program,  the 
conservation  reserve  program,  and  the  great  plains  program  is  desir¬ 
able.  It  is  believed  that  changes  in  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  to  allow  more  flexibility  in  the  Federal  share  of  cost-sharing 
practices  and  to  permit  contracts  for  a  longer  period  than  one 
year  wrould  make  such  a  consolidation  possible.  The  Committee 
strongly  urges  the  Secretary  to  study  this  matter  between  now  and 
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next  January  with  the  view  to  presenting  the  1960  budget  on  this 
basis. 

In  the  conference  report  on  the  1958  appropriation  bill,  the  con¬ 
ferees  directed  that  no  changes  be  made  in  the  1958  agricultural 
conservation  program  to  restrict  eligibility  requirements  or  delete 
cost-sharing  practices  included  in  the  1957  program.  This  action  was 
taken  in  view  of  information  received  by  the  conferees  that  some 
change  in  program  was  contemplated.  The  Committee  has  been  as¬ 
sured  by  responsible  officials  of  the  Department  that  this  directive 
was  followed,  and  evidence  presented  to  the  Committee  indicates  that 
no  changes  were  made  in  the  1958  program. 

The  Committee  feels  that  the  1959  program  should  he  continued 
on  the  same  basis  as  the  1957  and  1958  programs.  It.  is  convinced 
that  a  program  which  has  been  accepted  by  over  l)i  million  farmers, 
where  there  has  been  discretion  at  the  local  level  to  select  those 
practices  of  the  most  benefit  to  each  locality,  should  not  be  changed. 
It  believes  that  this  method  of  operation  provides  the  freedom  from 
domination  by  Washington  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
advocates. 

The  Committee  also  wants  to  commend  the  county  committee 
system,  where  locally  elected  officials  control  local  operations.  This 
democratic  procedure  is  probably  the  most  effective  means  that  can 
be  devised  of  getting  conscientious  and  effective  participation  at  the 
local  level.  Generally  speaking,  those  who  earn  all  or  a  portion  of 
their  living  by  tilling  the  soil  are  the  best  qualified  to  determine  the 
conservation  practices  needed  in  each  locality,  see  that  they  are  applied 
in  the  most  effective  manner,  and  assure  that  the  American  people 
get  the  greatest  possible  amount  of  conservation  for  the  tax  dollar 
spent  through  this  program. 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  aids  in  advancing  the  orderly 
and  efficient  marketing  and  the  effective  distribution  of  products  from 
the  nation’s  farms.  The  domestic  marketing  and  distribution  functions 
of  the  Department  are  centered  in  this  Service.  The  Administrator  is 
also  responsible  for  the  coordination  of  all  statistical  work  of  the 
Department.  The  functions  of  the  Service  include  the  following: 
marketing  research;  analyses  of  economic  data;  crop  and  livestock 
estimates;  market  news  services;  inspection,  grading,  classing,  and 
standardization  of  farm  products;  freight  rate  services;  regulatory 
activities;  cooperative  programs  in  marketing;  School  Lunch  Pro¬ 
gram;  and  removal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  marketing 
agreements  and  orders. 

Marketing  research  and  service. — A  total  of  $28,192,000  is  proposed 
for  1959.  This  amount  includes  $14,095,000  for  marketing  research 
and  agricultural  estimates  and  $14,097,000  for  marketing  services. 
The  amount  recommended  for  marketing  research  and  agricultural 
estimates  is  the  budget  estimate.  It  is  also  the  amount  which  will  be 
spent  in  1958,  due  to  a  saving  of  $21,700  made  in  1958. 

As  stated  early  in  the  report,  the  Committee  has  transferred 
$7,000,000  requested  for  poultry  inspection  to  the  meat  inspection 
appropriation  under  the  Agricultural  Research  Service.  It  is  believed 
that  this  is  an  economy  move  and  will  help  meet  the  ever  increasing 
demands  on  the  meat  inspection  service. 
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The  funds  provided  for  marketing  services  include  an  additional 
$40,000  to  strengthen  the  enforcement  of  the  Grain  Standards  Act 
and  $125,000  to  provide  more  effective  administration  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act.  A  better  job  needs  to  be  done  in  both  these 
fields,  and  some  additional  funds  appear  to  be  necessary. 

During  the  past  recess  of  Congress,  the  Committee  made  a  special 
inquiry  into  the  administration  of  milk  marketing  agreements  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  This  study  resulted  from  numerous 
complaints  concerning  the  procedures  followed  in  establishing  and 
expanding  milk  marketing  areas.  The  report  on  this  study  raises  some 
basic  questions  concerning  the  regulations  issued,  the  failure  to  notify 
all  interested  parties  when  hearings  are  held,  the  rights  of  an  individual 
member  of  a  cooperative  to  cast  his  own  ballot,  and  the  protection  of  a 
producer  not  in  an  area  covered  by  a  marketing  agreement.  The 
Committee  has  been  informed  that  the  Department  is  giving  this 
matter  careful  study  to  make  certain  that  proper  regulations  are 
issued  and  the  fairest  possible  procedures  are  followed.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  recognizes  that  some  inequities  are  bound  to  develop  in  the 
handling  of  these  marketing  agreements.  However,  it  requests  the 
Department  to  continue  its  review  of  this  program. 

Testimony  before  the  Committee  indicates  that  significant  improve¬ 
ments  are  being  made  in  equipment  for  cleaning,  bleaching,  and  other 
operations  of  the  textile  industry,  which  change  the  relative  values 
in  use  of  various  cottons.  In  view  of  this  development,  it  is  believed 
that  a  change  in  the  cotton  classing  standards  of  the  Department 
might  be  in  order.  Therefore,  the  Committee  requests  that  the  De¬ 
partment  conduct  a  special  study  during  the  next  year  on  this  subject 
and  be  prepared  to  make  recommendations  at  the  next  session  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

The  Committee  is  pleased  to  note  the  studies  which  have  been  made 
concerning  the  establishment  of  premiums  for  lean  or  meat-type  hogs 
in  the  meat  packing  industry,  as  proposed  in  the  Committee  report 
last  year.  The  Department  is  urged  to  give  this  problem  further  study 
with  a  view  to  developing  proposals  for  a  shift  by  the  meat  packing 
industry  toward  a  proper  grading  of  pork.  Such  a  change  would 
benefit  everyone  concerned:  the  consumer,  the  meat  packer,  and  the 
producer.  It  would  create  a  greater  demand  for  pork  in  this  country. 
It  would  also  enable  the  United  States  to  again  compete  in  world 
mai'kets  for  pork  and  pork  products;  and  it  should  help  relieve  the 
surplus  of  fats,  now  dependent  largely  upon  PL  480  sales. 

Payments  to  States,  Territories,  and  possessions. — The  full  budget 
estimate  of  $1,160,000  is  recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year, 
the  same  amount  as  was  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  1958.  Pay¬ 
ments  under  this  appropriation  are  made  on  a  matched-fund  basis  to 
state  and  territorial  marketing  agencies  for  programs  designed  to  get 
into  practical  use  improved  methods  and  practices  in  the  marketing 
of  farm  products. 

While  there  is  some  evidence  to  indicate  that  state  funds  available 
for  matching  purposes  will  exceed  the  amount  recommended  for  this 
purpose  in  the  accompanying  bill,  the  Committee  does  not  feel  that 
it  can  recommend  exceeding  the  budget  request  for  this  program. 

School  Lunch  Program. — The  Committee  recommends  the  full 
budget  estimate  of  $100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1959,  a  continuation 
of  tire  appropriation  authorized  for  the  fiscal  years  1957  and  1958. 
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In  addition,  the  Committee  has  included  language  in  the  bill  to 
transfer  $55,000,000  from  Section  32  funds  to  Section  6  of  the  school 
lunch  program  to  assure  a  more  adequate  supply  of  foods  for  school 
lunches.  In  the  use  of  these  additional  funds,  attention  should  he 
given  to  the  purposes  intended  by  the  legislation  establishing  the 
Section  32  program,  i.  e.,  the  purchase  of  temporary  surpluses  which 
may  have  a  depressing  effect  on  t he  market. 

This  program  continues  to  grow  each  year.  The  number  of  schools 
participating,  the  number  of  school  children  receiving  lunches,  and 
the  number  of  meals  served  in  1957  were  at  an  all  time  high .  Further 
expansion  is  expected  during  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

It  is  significant  to  note  that  the  average  cash  reimbursement  per 
meal  from  Federal  funds  has  decreased  from  nearly  9  cents  in  1947  to 
an  estimated  4.3  cents  in  1958.  Based  on  the  amount  recommended 
by  the  Budget  ,  it  would  drop  below  4  cents  per  meal  next  year.  When 
it  is  realized  that  the  reimbursement  for  a  half  pint  of  milk  under  the 
special  milk  program  is  4  cents,  it  seems  unrealistic  to  allow  the 
Federal  reimbursement  to  drop  to  less  than  4  cents  for  a  full  course 
“type  A”  meal. 

Many  individuals  and  organizations  associated  with  this  program 
have  urgently  requested  additional  appropriations  during  the  coming 
fiscal  year,  with  proposals  running  from  $130  million  to  as  high  as 
$200  million.  There  is  considerable  justification  for  these  proposals 
in  view  of  the  increasing  numbers  of  children  participating  in  the 
program  and  the  increased  prices  of  food. 

The  use  of  Section  32  commodities  has  been  encouraged  in  the  past 
because  of  the  need  for  such  commodities  in  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  because  of  the  importance  of  action  by  the  Department  to 
purchase  small  quantities  of  temporary  surpluses  to  prevent  market 
drops.  In  the  past  few  years,  the  Committee  has  been  disappointed 
by  the  failure  of  the  Department  to  use  this  fund  for  the  purposes  for 
which  intended. 

In  fiscal  year  1957  approximately  $132  million  of  donated  commodi¬ 
ties  were  used  in  the  school  lunch  program.  During  the  current 
fiscal  year,  it  is  estimated  that  this  will  decrease  to  $76.4  million,  a 
reduction  of  over  $55  million.  Department  officials  indicate  that,  in 
the  absence  of  the  transfer  proposed  by  the  Committee,  the  quantity 
of  donated  food  would  remain  the  same  in  1959.  The  Committee 
has  made  this  transfer  of  Section  32  funds  in  order  to  maintain  the 
level  of  commodities  available  at  not  less  than  the  $132  million  level 
in  1959. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Committee  at  least  part  of  the  reduction  has 
resulted  from  a  failure  of  the  Secretary  to  move  in  promptly  with 
Section  32  funds  and  support  the  price  levels  of  various  commodities. 
A  review  of  the  testimony  on  this  point  will  clearly  indicate  the  reluct¬ 
ance  of  the  Department  to  use  Section  32  funds  for  the  purposes 
intended  when  the  program  was  established.  It  will  further  reveal  the 
strong  criticism  which  this  Committee  has  directed  toward  the  De¬ 
partment  for  this  failure  to  act  to  bolster  markets  for  such  commodities. 

The  Committee  has  also  been  concerned  by  the  fact  that  some  of 
the  commodities  which  have  been  urgently  needed  bjr  the  school 
lunch  program  due  to  expanding  school  enrollments  have  been  sold 
to  foreign  countries  for  foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480. 
While  this  practice  is  authorized  by  law,  it  feels  that  failure  to  make 
these  foods  available  to  the  school  children  of  America  is  a  serious 
mistake. 
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The  Committee  feels  very  strongly  that  everything  possible  must 
be  clone  to  encourage  the  use  of  Section  32  funds  to  support  prices  of 
perishable  products.  It  also  feels  that  Section  32  must  be  utilized 
as  fully  as  possible  to  provide  support  for  the  school  lunch  program. 
This  is  especially  necessary  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  has  not  been 
possible  for  Federal  appropriations  to  keep  pace  with  the  growth  in 
the  number  of  school  children  participating  in  the  program  and  the 
rise  in  food  costs. 


FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  develops  plans  and  policies  related 
to  the  administration  of  the  foreign  affairs  and  interests  of  United 
States  agriculture.  It  gathers,  analyzes  and  disseminates  to  Ameri¬ 
can  agriculture  basic  informatiion  on  foreign  marketing  of  United 
States  agricultural  products.  It  coordinates  and  directs  a  worldwide 
agricultural  attache  service  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  markets  for  American  products  and  on  trade  reporting  from 
foreign  areas  designed  to  aid  the  American  farmers  and  exporters. 

The  Committee  recommends  the  fidl  budget  estimate  of  $4,002,300 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  was  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  fiscal  year  1958. 

This  Service  has  done  an  excellent  job  in  recent  years.  It  has  estab¬ 
lished  an  effective  agricultural  attache  service,  with  particular  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  development  of  expanded  foreign  markets  for  American 
agricultural  products.  In  addition,  under  separate  funds  established 
by  this  Committee  several  years  ago,  it  has  developed  a  more  effective 
program  for  obtaining  statistics  and  information  on  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  production  and  competitive  sales  in  world  markets  and  has 
made  such  information  available  to  those  .who  need  it. 

The  Committee  lias  reason  to  believe,  however,  that  in  the  conduct 
of  its  activities  under  Public  Law  480,  too  little  attention  is  being 
given  to  competitive  sales  for  dollars.  There  is  evidence  that  Public 
Law  480  disposals  are  frequently  given  preference  over  competitive 
sales.  In  this  connection,  the  Committee  wishes  to  repeat  that*  the 
only  sound  way  to  regain  and  retain  foreign  markets  is  through 
competitive  sales.  As  has  been  pointed  out  by  the  Committee  many 
times,  the  charter  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  always 
provided  for  sales  in  world  markets  on  a  competitive  basis.  The 
probable  cause  for  continued  stressing  of  dispositions  under  Public 
Law  480  is  the  lack  of  a  consistent  policy  by  the  Department  in  favor 
of  competitive  sales. 

The  Committee  strongly  supports  the  activities  of  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service.  It  believes,  however,  that  its  principal  reason 
for  existence  is  to  stimulate  the  export  of  United  States  agricultural 
commodities  through  competitive  sales  for  dollars.  While  there  may 
be  some  justification  for  the  sale  of  United  States  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies,  in  view  of  the  present  large  holdings 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  the  long  range  program  of  this 
Service  should  be  directed  toward  a  program  of  exports  through 
normal  channels  on  a  truly  competitive  basis. 

The  hearings  developed  that-  within  the  past  year,  due  to  lack  of 
funds,  there  has  been  a  reduction  in  numbers  of  agricultural  attaches 
and  assistants,  resulting  in  failure  to  staff  some  important  foreign  posts 
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where  attaches  should  be  placed,  mainly  for  market  development  pur¬ 
poses.  The  Committee  has,  as  previously,  given  sympathetic  consid¬ 
eration  to  providing  needed  funds  for  this  very  valuable  organization. 
It  is  proposed,  therefore,  that  the  Department  continue  to  expand  as 
needed  its  market  development  activities  from  Public  Law  480  foreign 
currencies,  as  authorized  under  sections  104  (a)  and  (f)  of  that  Act,  in 
order  to  support  a  more  adequate  attache  organization.  Reports  of 
the  use  of  such  funds  were  made  to  the  Committee  and  will  be  ex¬ 
pected  annually  hereafter. 

The  Department  is  to  be  commended  for  including  in  Public  Law 
480  agreements,  a  “convertibility  clause”  whereby  dollars  are  made 
available  by  conversion  of  local  currencies,  for  use  in  market  develop¬ 
ment  and  for  other  purposes  in  countries  other  than  those  from  which 
the  local  currencies  are  derived.  Extension  and  broadening  the  scope 
of  such  clauses  to  facilitate  the  use  more  generally  of  local  currencies 
for  market  development  and  similar  purposes  would  appear  to  be  very 
desirable,  and  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  Public  Law  480. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY 

The  objectives  of  this  Agency  are  to  prevent  commodity  price 
manipulations  and  market  corners;  prevent  dissemination  of  false 
and  misleading  crop  and  market  information;  protect  hedgers  and 
other  users  of  the  commodity  futures  markets;  insure  the  benefits  of 
membership  privileges  on  contract  markets  to  cooperative  associa¬ 
tions;  insure  trust-fund  treatment  of  margin  moneys  and  equities  of 
hedgers  and  other  traders;  and  provide  information  to  the  public 
regarding  trading  operations  and  contract  markets. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $8.32,000  is  recommended  for  the  com¬ 
ing  fiscal  year.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  was  provided  for  the 
fiscal  year  1958.  No  significant  changes  in  program  or  workload  have 
taken  place  during  the  past  year,  nor  are  any  projected  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year. 

SOIL  BANK  PROGRAMS 

The  Soil  Bank  Act  authorized  an  acreage  reserve  program  and  a 
conservation  reserve  program  to  assist  farmers  to  divert  cropland 
from  the  production  of  excessive  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities, 
and  to  carry  out  a  program  of  soil,  water,  forest  and  wildlife  conserva¬ 
tion.  In  1956  and  1957,  the  programs  were  financed  from  funds  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  Section  120  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act,  which  authorized  the  Secretary  to  utilize  the  facilities, 
services,  authorities,  and  funds  of  the  Corporation  in  carrying  out  the 
Act  from  its  enactment  through  June  30,  1957.  Beginning  with  the 
fiscal  year  1958,  the  programs  are  financed  by  direct  appropriations. 

Conservation  reserve. — An  appropriation  of  $250,000,000  is  recom¬ 
mended  to  cover  expenditures  under  this  program  during  fiscal  year 
1959.  This  will  provide  $64,000,000  to  meet  payments  due  under 
1956-1957  contracts,  $146,000,000  to  meet  commitments  under  1958 
contracts,  $23,000,000  for  payments  on  1959  contracts,  and  $17,000- 
000  for  transfers,  operating  expenses,  and  production  of  forest  tree 
seedlings. 

The  budget  included  $242.9  million  for  payments  against  1958  con¬ 
tracts.  As  of  March  1,  1958,  only  $47.9  million  worth  of  contracts 
were  signed,  and  the  sign-up  period  closes  on  April  15.  The  Com- 
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mittee  estimates,  therefore,  that  sign-ups  will  total  only  $146,000,000 
for  the  year.  Accordingly,  it  has  reduced  the  funds  for  this  purpose 
by  $100',000,000. 

The  Congress  is  obligated,  however,  to  honor  1958  contracts  up  to 
the  full  authorization  in  the  1958  Appropriation  Act.  Should  com¬ 
mitments  exceed  the  amount  provided  in  this  bill,  additional  funds 
will  have  to  be  made  available  at  a  later  date. 

For  the  1959  crop  year,  the  Committee  has  included  a  program  au¬ 
thorization  of  $300,000,000.  This  should  allow  adequate  funds  to  meet 
the  needs  of  the  program  on  a  sound  basis  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Under  this  program  some  $200  million  was  spent  during  fiscal  years 
1957  and  1958,  with  another  $250  million  provided  in  this  bill  for  next 
year.  If  the  full  $450  million  were  provided  each  year  and,  if  15-year 
contracts  were  entered  into,  as  authorized  by  the  Soil  Bank,  it  is  con¬ 
ceivable  that  this  program  coidd  commit  the  Congress  to  the  appropri¬ 
ation  of  some  $5  or  $6  billion  before  finally  liquidated.  This  is  as 
much  as  the  cost  of  the  price  support  program  since  its  inception  in 
1932. 

Since  the  Secretary  now  says  that  control  of  production  by  reduction 
of  acreage  will  not  work  and  has  recommended  ending  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  serious  questions  are  raised  as  to  the  continuation  of 
the  conservation  reserve  on  the  present  basis.  Even  if  production 
controls  were  desirable  there  is  some  room  to  doubt  as  to  whether  this 
approach  would  bring  about  the  desired  results. 

From  evidence  before  the  Committee,  it  appears  that  most  of  the 
land  placed  in  this  program  is  marginal  land  which  has  never  been 
productive.  A  special  survey  made  last  fall  by  the  Committee,  which 
was  printed  in  Part  1  of  this  year’s  hearings,  shows  that  the  heaviest 
participation  has  been  in  limited  areas  of  the  country.  It  shows 
further  that  10  percent  of  the  total  acreage  in  the  1957  program  was  in 
14  counties  of  the  Great  Plains  area  which  were  dropped  from  the 
crop  insurance  program  several  years  ago  due  to  extremely  heavy 
losses. 

Further,  evidence  before  the  Committee  raises  questions  as  to  the 
value  of  the  program,  as  a  conservation  program.  A  total  of  less'than 
100,000  people  participated  in  the  1957  program  as  compared  to  1  y4 
million  participants  in  the  agricultural  conservation  program.  Also, 
the  Federal  payment  for  conservation  practices  under  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve,  where  the  Government  also  pays  annual  rental  on  the 
land,  is  much  higher  than  for  ACP — up  to  80  percent  for  some  prac¬ 
tices. 

The  investigation  report  referred  to  earlier  also  indicates  that,  in 
some  areas,  the  rent  paid  under  this  program  by  the  Government  will 
reimburse  the  participant  for  the  full  value  of  the  land  in  about  three 
years.  Numerous  examples  are  cited,  also,  of  the  division  of  land 
among  families,  relatives  and  others  for  the  purpose  of  getting  around 
the  limitation  of  $5,000  on  the  amount  which  may  be  paid  any  one 
participant.  In  one  case  the  payments  ran  as  high  as  $48,920. 

In  order  to  put  this  program  on  a  more  sound  basis,  and  in  order  to 
keep  it  in  line  with  other  conservation  programs  of  the  Department, 
the  Committee  has  included  language  in  the  bill  which  will  limit  the 
rate  of  payment  in  any  one  year  to  20  percent  of  the  value  of  the  land 
and  will  prohibit  payments  to  participants  who  illegally  divide  their 
land  to  increase  their  payments.  The  proposed  language  will  also 
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make  the  Federal  share  of  payments  for  conservation  practices  com¬ 
parable  to  rates  established  for  the  agricultural  conservation  program. 

The  Committee  also  directs  that  50  percent  of  the  funds  transferred 
from  this  appropriation  to  the  Office  of  General  Counsel  shall  be  used 
for  the  specific  purpose  of  checking  contracts  to  determine  legality  in 
cases  where  actions  may  have  been  taken  to  evade  limitations  in  the 
Act  or  administrative  regulations,  or  where  there  may  have  been 
misrepresentation  in  fixing  rates  or  other  contract  terms. 

It.  appears  that  the  operating  costs  for  this  program  are  too  high, 
as  compared  to  other  conservation  programs  of  the  Department.  In 
1957,  $18,000,000  was  spent  to  administer  some  90,000  conservation 
reserve  contracts.  This  is  75  percent  as  much  as  the  amount  used  to 
administer  the  agricultural  conservation  program  with  1 %  million 
participants. 

Acreage  reserve  program. — An  appropriation  of  $330,000,000,  the 
full  budget  estimate,  is  included  in  the  bill  for  the  coming  fiscal  year 
to  pay  off  contracts  signed  under  the  1958  crop  year  program.  In 
view  of  the  unexpectedly  heavy  sign-ups  for  the  1958  program,  it 
may  be  necessary  to  supplement  these  funds  at  a  later  date.  As 
proposed  in  the  Budget  by  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  no  authority  is  provided  for  a  1959  program. 

This  acreage  reserve  program  cost  approximately  $525  million  in 
fiscal  year  1957  and  will  cost  another  $600  million  in  fiscal  year  1958. 
When  taken  with  the  conservation  reserve,  the  cost  of  the  two 
programs  for  fiscal  years  1957  and  1958  is  $1.3  billion.  This  is  more 
than  the  cost  of  the  price  support  program  for  the  fiist  fifteen  j^ears 
of  its  existence. 


COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE 

The  Commodity  Stabilization  Service  has  responsibility  for  the 
operation  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  marketing  quota  program,  the  Sugar  Act,  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement,  the  ASC  State  and  county  offices,  and  various 
related  activities. 

Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas.- — An  appropriation  of 
$39,715,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1959.  This  is 
the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  is  a  reduction  of  $1  million 
below  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1958. 

The  decrease  of  $1  million  is  made  possible  by  improved  methods 
of  operation  at  the  county  office  level.  Also,  it  is  expected  that  the 
workload  of  the  ASC  county  offices  in  administering  acreage  allotments 
and  marketing  quotas  will  decrease  as  additional  acreages  of  crop  land 
are  placed  under  the  conservation  reserve  program. 

Sugar  Act  progratn. — The  Committee  recommends  the  sum  of 
$71,000,000  for  1959,  an  increase  of  $3,337,500  over  the  1958  appro¬ 
priation  and  a  decrease  of  $5,000,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  Esti¬ 
mates  submitted  to  the  Committee  indicate  that  sugar  production 
from  1958  crops  will  exceed  1957  crops.  Additional  funds  are  needed 
to  cover  increased  payments  to  producers  in  line  with  the  increased 
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production.  Also,  a  portion  of  the  increase  is  required  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  a  small  part  of  the  1957  crop  which  could  not  be  made  from 
funds  available  for  1958. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural  producers  provides  protection 
from  losses  caused  by  unavoidable  natural  hazards,  such  as  insect  and 
wildlife  damage,  plant  diseases,  fire,  drought,  flood,  wind,  and  other 
weather  conditions.  It  does  not  indemnify  producers  for  losses 
resulting  from  negligence  or  failure  to  observe  good  farming  practices. 

The  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $6,376,700 
for  administration  of  this  program  in  1959.  This  is  the  same  amount 
as  was  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1958. 

In  accordance  with  the  established  policy  of  limited  operations  on 
an  experimental  basis,  the  1958  crop  insurance  program  will  operate  in 
818  counties.  No  net  increase  in  counties  is  planned  for  1959.  How¬ 
ever,  insurance  on  additional  crops  will  be  offered  in  some  of  the  818 
counties  where  insurance  is  already  available.  It  is  estimated  that 
380,000  crops  will  be  insured  in  1959  as  compared  to  365,000  crops 
insured  during  fiscal  year  1958. 

Although  losses  were  heavy  in  a  few  areas  in  1957,  latest  reports 
indicate  that  income  will  exceed  indemnity  payments  by  about  $5.7 
million.  Generally,  the  principal  causes  of  loss  in  1957  were  drought, 
plant  disease,  excessive  moisture,  and  freezing.  In  view  of  rather 
heavy  losses  during  the  several  previous  years  due  to  floods  and 
drought,  particularly  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  the  reported  net  profit 
for  1957  is  especially  encouraging.  This  is  particularly  true,  since  it 
seems  preferable  to  continue  this  program  as  a  means  of  meeting 
agricultural  disasters,  where  the  producers  participate,  rather  than 
to  appropriate  large  sums  of  Federal  money  in  the  form  of  disaster 
relief. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  was  established  by  Execu¬ 
tive  Order  in  1935  to  make  loans  for  the  extension  of  central  station 
electric  service  to  unserved  rural  people.  The  Agency  was  continued 
by  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  and  became  a  part  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  1939.  In  1949,  the  Act  was  amended 
to  authorize  REA  to  make  loans  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  and 
improving  telephone  service  to  rural  areas.  Loans  for  construction 
of  electric  and  telephone  facilities  are  self  liquidating  within  a  period 
of  not  to  exceed  thirty-five  years,  including  interest. 

Loan  authorization. — The  Budget  for  fiscal  year  1959  proposed 
$150  million  for  rural  electrification  loans  and  $56  million  for  rural 
telephone  loans.  From  information  supporting  that  Budget  it  might 
be  presumed  that  those  estimates  represent  the  loan  requirements  for 
these  purposes  for  a  full  year.  Testimony  developed  during  the  hear¬ 
ings,  however,  discloses  that  the  sums  requested  are  approximately 
one-half  the  amounts  necessary  to  cover  loan  needs  for  the  full  fiscal 
year. 

The  loan  fund  estimates  submitted  to  Congress  in  the  regular  Budget 
in  January  were  based  on  the  assumption  that  Congress  would  enact 
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into  law  proposed  legislation  which  provides  that  the  local  REA 
cooperatives  will  obtain  a  portion  of  their  loan  funds  in  the  future 
by  borrowing  from  private  sources.  The  principal  provisions  of 
this  bill,  recommended  by  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  but  not  yet  officially  introduced  by  any  member  of  Congress, 
appear  in  the  hearings  on  pages  1 847-1 S48  of  Part  3. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that,  under  the  terms  of  this  proposed  legislation, 
the  operating  costs  of  the  REA  cooperatives  would  be  increased 
through  a  substantial  increase  in  interest  rates.  Further,  the  legis¬ 
lation  would  increase  the  Government’s  liability  to  the  private 
lenders  and  would  make  it  possible  for  the  first  lien,  which  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  now  has  on  the  approximately  $3.6  billion  in  assets  of  the 
REA  cooperatives,  to  be  surrendered  to  purchasers  of  the  debentures 
or  bonds  issued  by  the  REA.  This  could  lead  to  the  taking  over  of 
this  great  program  by  foreclosure  by  the  purchasers  of  the  bonds  or 
debentures  and  could  result  in  the  complete  loss  of  these  valuable 
assets  to  the  Federal  government. 

The  Committee  wishes  to  go  on  record  at  this  point  as  strongly 
opposing  any  such  proposed  change  in  the  law.  It  can  see  no  possible 
benefits  to  the  REA  cooperatives  and  it  can  foresee  the  possibility 
of  enormous  losses  to  the  taxpayers  if  such  legislation  were  adopted. 
It  is  to  be  noted  that  so  far  no  one  has  introduced  such  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  in  the  Congress. 

The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  REA  program  as  it 
now  exists  is  sound.  It  has  extended  electric  service  to  rural 
America  to  the  point  where  95  percent  of  all  rural  residents  are  now 
served.  It  has  furnished  electric  power  for  agricultural  purposes  at 
a  cost  which  agricultural  producers  can  afford.  Furthermore,  it  lias 
set  an  enviable  repayment  record,  in  that  the  rate  of  repayment  on 
loans  made  to  date,  including  interest,  exceeds  100  percent  of 
maturities  due. 

The  Committee  can  understand  why  there  are  some  in  this  country 
who  would  like  to  take  over  the  first  lien  on  the  properties  of  this 
large  and  successful  operation.  It  feels,  however,  that  the  interests 
of  the  taxpayers  must  be  protected  against  such  possibility,  since  the 
taxpayers’  money  has  been  used  to  establish  this  program  and  build 
it  up  to  its  present  level  of  operation. 

In  order  to  assure  that  adequate  loan  funds  are  available  during 
the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  Committee  is  recommending  $300,000,000 
for  electrification  loans  and  $60,000,000  for  telephone  loans.  In 
addition,  it  has  provided  a  contingency  fund  of  $25,000,000  for  each 
program,  if  needed.  Based  on  the  best  estimates  available  from 
REA  sources,  these  amounts  appear  to  be  sufficient  to  cover  a  full 
year’s  needs.  If  applications  exceed  present  estimates,  however,  the 
Committee  will  consider  the  need  for  additional  funds  at  a  later  date. 

The  Committee  does  not  feel  that  its  recommendations  for  this 
purpose  for  the  coming  year  should  be  based  on  the  remote  possibility 
that  the  proposed  legislation  which  provides  for  financing  through 
private  sources  will  be  enacted  into  law.  It  feels  that  sufficient  loan 
funds  should  be  made  available  by  the  Congress  in  this  bill  to  cover 
all  loan  applications  which  will  be  approved  by  the  REA  during  the 
next  fiscal  year.  Since  these  loan  funds  will  be  repayed  in  full,  plus 
interest,  to  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  and  since  no  funds  are 
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di-awn  from  the  Treasury  until  loan  applications  are  approved,  regard¬ 
less  of  the  size  of  authorizations  provided  by  Congress,  there  is  no 
sound  reason  for  not  providing  sufficient  loan  authorizations  to  meet  all 
foreseenable  needs.  It  is  pointed  out  again  that  these  loan  funds  are 
secured  by  a  first  lien  on  the  lines  and  equipment  of  the  REA  cooper¬ 
atives. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — For  administrative  expenses  for  the  REA 
program,  the  Committee  recommends  the  budget  estimate  of 
$9,019,000,  a  decrease  of  $11,950  below  the  appropriation  for  the  fiscal 
year  1958.  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  1958,  $11,950  was  placed 
in  reserve  and  will  not  be  used  during  the  current  year.  Therefore, 
the  amount  proposed  for  1959  will  cover  the  same  administrative 
costs  as  were  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1958. 

FARMERS’  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Farmers’  Home  Administration  performs  the  following  five 
major  activities:  (1)  makes  direct  and  insured  farm  ownership  loans 
to  farm  tenants,  farm  laborers,  share  croppers  and  other  individuals 
for  the  purchase,  enlargement  or  development  of  family  type  farms; 
(2)  makes  production  and  subsistence  loans  to  farmers  and  stockmen 
for  farm  operating  expenses  and  other  farm  needs,  including  the  financ¬ 
ing  of  indebtedness  and  family  subsistence;  (3)  makes  direct  and  in¬ 
sured  soil  and  water  conservation  loans  for  the  development  and  utili¬ 
zation  of  water  supplies  and  for  the  improvement  of  farm  lands  by 
soil  and  wrater  conserving  facilities  and  practices;  (4)  makes  emergency 
loans  to  farmers  and  stockmen  in  designated  areas  where  disaster  has 
caused  need  for  agricultural  credit  not  readily  available  from  other 
sources;  (5)  makes  farm  housing  loans  for  construction,  improvement, 
alteration,  repair  or  replacement  of  dwellings  and  other  farm  build¬ 
ings;  and  (6)  makes  watershed  loans  to  local  organizations  for  install¬ 
ing,  repairing  or  improving  works  of  improvement  and  water  storage 
facilities,  purchasing  sites  or  rights-of-way  and  for  related  costs  of 
watershed  projects.  Technical  guidance  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
sound  farm  operations  is  provided  farmers  on  the  basis  of  their  indi¬ 
vidual  problems  and  needs.  No  loans  are  made  to  applicants  who 
can  secure  adequate  credit  from  other  sources  at  reasonable  rates. 

Loan  authorizations . — For  the  lending  programs  of  this  agency,  the 
Committee  recommends  a  total  of  $209,500,000  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year.  This  includes  $24,000,000  for  farm  ownership  loans,  $180,000,000 
for  farm  operation  (production  and  subsistence)  loans,  and  $5,500,000 
for  soil  and  water  conservation  loans.  The  total  amount  recommended 
is  $34,500,000  more  than  combined  estimate  of  $175,000,000  included 
in  the  1959  Budget.  The  amount  recommended  for  each  program  is 
the  same  as  w'as  provided  for  the  fiscal  year  1958  for  these  programs. 
In  addition,  a  contingency  fund  of  $20,000,000  is  provided  for  produc¬ 
tion  and  subsistence  loans,  if  needed. 

The  1959  Budget  proposed  to  consolidate  the  loan  funds  for  all  these 
programs  into  one  amount  and  reduce  the  total  to  $175  million. 
The  Committee  lias  not  approved  the  budget  recommendation  on  this 
matter.  It  feels  that  the  past  practice  of  authorizing  a  specific  amount 
for  each  program  should  be  continued. 

If  the  Department  feels  that  some  latitude  is  needed  to  transfer 
funds  from  one  category  to  another,  the  Committee  is  willing  to  con- 
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sider  such  proposal.  However,  it  cannot  go  along  with  the  proposal 
which  would  make  it  possible  for  the  full  amount  of  the  combined 
authorization  to  be  used  for  one  program  at  the  expense  of  the  others. 
For  example,  under  the  1959  budget  proposal,  the  Department  could 
spend  the  entire  $175  million  requested  for  one  type  of  loan  program. 
The  entire  amount  could  be  used  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
loans  for  which  a  maximum  of  $5,500,000  has  been  provided  hereto¬ 
fore. 

The  Commit  tee  was  also  surprised  to  note  that  the  budget  proposed 
a  maximum  of  $175  million  for  all  loan  programs  of  this  agency. 
During  the  past  few  years,  $180  million  has  been  spent  on  one  of  the 
programs  alone,  the  production  and  subsistence  loans.  It  will  be  re¬ 
called  that  even  this  amount  has  been  inadequate  for  production  and 
subsistence  loans  in  recent  years.  Many  areas  of  the  country  have 
run  out  of  loan  funds  for  this  purpose  early  in  the  spring  of  each  year. 

Attention  is  directed  to  the  fact  that  this  program  has  reached  the 
point  where  annual  collections  will  soon  equal  the  amount  of  loans 
made  each  year.  In  fiscal  year  1957,  collections  of  principal  and  inter¬ 
est  totaled  $183.6  million  as  compared  with  $231.9  million  advanced 
for  such  loans.  In  1958,  collections  are  estimated  to  total  $214.3 
million  as  compared  to  loans  of  $209.5  million.  In  fiscal  year  1959, 
collections  are  estimated  at  $227.1  million  as  compared  to  a  proposed 
loan  authorization  of  $209.5  million. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  in  previous  years,  the  repayment  record  of 
this  program  is  very  good.  The  repayment  of  principal  plus  interest 
frequently  exceeds  amounts  due,  with  some  borrowers  repaying  in 
advance  of  the  repayment  rate  required.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
these  loans  are  generally  made  to  those  who  can  not  secure  credit  else¬ 
where,  the  Committee  feels  that  this  is  an  excellent  record  which  fully 
supports  the  provision  of  adequate  loan  funds  to  meet  the  needs  of 
this  agency’s  borrowers. 

In  granting  funds  for  farm  ownership  loans,  the  Committee  believes 
it  to  be  highly  desirable  that  the  most  cautious  discretion  be  used  to 
prevent  placing  a  debt  burden  upon  borrowers.  The  continuation  of 
the  so-called  price-cost  squeeze  coupled  with  high  land  values  has 
affected  ability  of  some  borrowers  to  repay  loans.  The  Farmers’ 
Home  Administration  has  a  dual  obligation  of  advising  the  borrower 
and  giving  Government  direction  concerning  his  farm  management 
problems  and  creating  a  national  atmosphere  conducive  to  sound  land 
investment. 

The  Committee  is  disappointed  at  the  refusal  of  the  officials  of  this 
agency  to  more  fully  use  their  authority  to  meet  credit  needs  in  dis¬ 
aster  areas.  Heavy'  losses  due  to  drought,  floods  and  weather  con¬ 
tinue  to  plague  agricultural  sections  of  the  country. 

Due  to  heavy  rains  during  the  harvesting  season  last  year,  much  of 
the  cotton  production  of  the  southeastern  part  of  the  country  was  lost. 
This  has  created  a  serious  economic  situation  in  that  area.  Since 
many  of  these  farmers  have  no  other  possible  source  of  credit  or 
relief,  it  is  imperative  that  the  Department  step  in  and  meet  their 
needs.  Past  experience  in  similar  situations  demonstrates  that  these 
people  can  be  relied  upon  to  meet  their  obligations  and  repay  these 
disaster  loans  on  a  reasonable  basis. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget 
estimate  of  $29,089,500  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  same  amount 
as  was  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  1958.  It  is  expected  that  the 
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loan  activities  of  the  agency  will  remain  about  the  same  in  1959  as 
during  the  current  year. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

This  Office  performs  all  legal  work  arising  from  the  activities  of  the 
Department.  The  General  Counsel  represents  the  Department  in 
many  administrative  proceedings  for  the  promulgation  of  rules  having 
the  force  and  effect  of  law;  in  quasi-judicial  hearings  held  in  connection 
with  the  administration  of  various  programs  and  acts;  and  in  pro¬ 
ceedings  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  involving 
freight  rates  and  practices  relating  to  farm  commodities.  He  serves 
as  general  counsel  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  the 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation.  In  addition,  he  reviews 
criminal  cases  arising  under  the  programs  of  the  Department  for 
referral  to  the  Department  of  Justice. 

The  1958  appropriation,  $2,943,000,  is  again  recommended  for  this  g 
Office  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $100,000  in  the  \ 
budget  estimate. 

The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  in  recent  years  this  office  has 
failed  a  number  of  times  to  render  objective  opinions  on  legal  questions. 
This  appears  to  be  based  on  determinations  by  Departmental  officials 
prior  to  a  request  for  formal  legal  opinions,  with  the  General  Counsel 
being  asked  subsequent  thereto  to  render  formal  opinions  to  support 
determinations  made  or  actions  already  taken.  This  has  led  this 
Office  to  be  used  largely  to  bolster  administrative  policies  and  decisions. 

An  illustration  of  this  is  the  position  taken  by  the  General  Counsel 
with  respect  to  developments  under  the  1958  Acreage  Reserve  Pro¬ 
gram.  Despite  language  in  the  Soil  Bank  Act  which  provides  that — 

The  limits  within  which  each  farm  may  participate  in  the 
acreage  reserve  program  shall  be  established  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  determines  is  reasonably  calculated  to 
achieve  the  national  reserve  acreage  goal  and  give  producers 
a  fair  and  equitable  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  taking  into  consideration  their  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  or  farm  base  acreages,  whichever  may  be  applicable, 
the  supply  and  demand  conditions  for  different  classes,  grades  £ 
and  qualities  of  the  commodity,  and  such  other  factors  as  he 
deems  appropriate — 

the  General  Counsel  held  officially  that  farmers  who  went  to  the  place 
designated  for  the  sign-up,  within  the  time  specified  by  the  Department, 
could  be  denied  their  right  “to  participate  on  a  fair  and  equitable 
basis”  by  the  Secretary  surrendering  his  responsibility  to  various 
State  committees.  While  this  decision  may  have  served  to  support 
the  Department’s  refusal  to  scale  back  rates  offered  or  limit  acreage 
within  the  $500  million  program  announced  last  year,  it  appears  erro¬ 
neous  to  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Committee.  This  decision 
led  directly  to  spending  $250  million  additional  in  the  acreage  reserve 
program  above  that  authorized  by  Congress  last  year. 

The  Committee  and  the  Congress  were  required  to  protect  the  rights 
of  such  farmers  under  the  law,  after  the  Department  refused  to  take 
any  action,  by  including  an  additional  authorization  in  the  Second 
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Supplemental  Appropriation  Act  of  1958.  Such  emergency  action 
would  not  have  been  necessary,  however,  if  an  objective  opinion  had 
been  rendered  in  this  case  by  t ho  General  Counsel.  The  Committee 
has  also  taken  exception  in  recent  years  to  several  other  important 
decisions  rendered  by  the  General  Counsel  on  the  basis  that  they  were 
not  objective,  but  rather  sought  to  serve  the  purposes  of  the  officials 
requesting  the  decisions. 

The  Committee  has  not  approved  the  $100,000  increase  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  Budget  in  the  belief  that  there  should  he  a  change  in 
the  basic  concept  of  the  duties  of  the  General  Counsel  before  further 
expansion  is  approved. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary  includes  such  staff  offices  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  as  the  immediate  Office  of  the  Secretary,  the  Office  of  Personnel, 
the  Office  of  Budget  and  Finance,  the  Office  of  Plant  and  Operations, 
the  Office  of  Hearing  Examiners,  the  Office  of  Administrative  Manage¬ 
ment,  and  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Commission. 

The  Committee  recommends  $2,608,895  for  fiscal  year  1959,  an 
increase  of  $8,235  in  the  Budget  and  an  increase  over  the  amount 
appropriated  for  the  current  fiscal  year.  This  increase  is  a  transfer 
from  the  Office  of  Information  and  is  provided  to  cover  the  prepara¬ 
tion  and  distribution  in  this  Office  of  speeches  by  the  Secretary,  the 
Under  Secretary,  and  the  various  assistant  secretaries,  work  here¬ 
tofore  performed  by  the  Office  of  Information.  The  Committee 
believes  that  all  funds  and  personnel  used  for  preparation  and  han¬ 
dling  of  speeches  of  these  top  officials  should  be  located  in  the  imme¬ 
diate  office  of  the  Secretary. 

During  the  past  recess  of  Congress,  the  Committee  conducted  a 
study  of  the  activities  of  the  Office  of  Information  in  connection  with 
the  preparation  and  distribution  of  speeches  by  the  Secretary  and  his 
immediate  assistants.  Based  on  this  study  it  is  estimated  that  a  total 
of  $41,179  has  been  spent  to  prepare  and  distribute  the  Secretary’s 
speeches  since  January,  1953.  This  averages  about  $8,235  per  year. 

The  Committee  questions  the  use  of  funds  and  personnel  of  the 
Office  of  Information  for  speech  writing  and  distribution.  Many  times 
such  speeches  are  of  a  political  nature,  frequently  they  contain  only  a 
portion  of  the  story  and  present  only  limited  factual  information,  and 
are  detrimental  to  maintaining  confidence  in  the  Office  of  Information. 

Language  has  been  included  in  the  bill  to  permit  the  charging  of  ] 
travel  expenses  of  hearings  examiners  to  the  various  funds  which 
finance  the  subject  matter  of  the  hearings  conducted  through  this 
appropriation.  This  arrangement  seems  to  be  the  most  satisfactory 
way  to  meet  the  large  fluctuations  in  workload  for  the  different  pro¬ 
grams,  which  are  hard  to  predict  in  advance.  The  Committee  requests 
that  it  be  kept  advised  of  the  use  of  this  authority  by  the  Department. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

The  Office  of  Information  has  general  direction  and  supervision  over 
all  publications  and  other  information  activities  of  the  Department. 
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The  Office  publishes  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture,  the  Annual  Report 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  Directory,  and  the 
Department  List  of  Publications.  It  handles  the  distribution  of  farm 
bulletins  and  reejuests  for  information  received  in  the  Department. 
It  also  produces  motion  pictures,  chart  and  graphic  materials  and 
photographic  work  for  the  Department  and  other  Government 
agencies  through  reimbursement. 

For  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  Committee  recommends  $1,359,265,  a 
reduction  of  $8,235  in  the  budget  estimate  and  in  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  for  fiscal  year  1958. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  primary  purpose  of  this  Office  is  to  dissemi¬ 
nate  results  of  scientific  research  carried  on  b}T  the  various  agencies  of 
the  Department.  To  protect  the  integrity  of  the  office,  and  to  limit 
its  function  to  the  distribution  of  scientific  information,  for  which 
purpose  it  was  created,  the  Committee  has  transferred  $8,235  to  the 
Office  of  Secretary  so  as  to  center  in  that  Office  the  preparation  and 
distribution  of  speeches  by  top  officials  of  the  Department. 

LIBRARY 

The  Library  procures  and  preserves  all  information  concerning 
Agriculture.  Under  the  act  establishing  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  it  serves  as  the  National  Agricultural  Library. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $772,000  is  recommended  in  the  bill  for 
the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  was  provided  for 
fiscal  year  1958.  No  change  in  functions  or  workload  is  expected 
during  the  coming  year. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  was  organized  on  October  17, 
1933.  Until  1939  it  was  managed  and  operated  in  close  affiliation 
with  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation.  In  July,  1939  it  was 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  by  the  President’s 
Reorganization  Plan  Number  1.  Under  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  Charter  Act  of  1948,  it  was  established  as  an  instrumentality 
of  the  United  States  under  a  permanent  Federal  charter.  The  Cor¬ 
poration  engages  in  buying,  selling,  lending  and  other  activities  with 
respect  to  agricultural  commodities,  their  products,  food,  seeds,  and 
fibers,  for  the  purpose  of  stabilizing,  supporting,  and  protecting  farm 
income  and  prices;  assisting  in  the  maintenance  of  balanced  and  ade¬ 
quate  supplies  of  such  commodities;  and  facilitating  their  orderly 
distribution.  The  Corporation  also  makes  available  materials  and 
facilities  required  in  connection  with  the  production  and  marketing 
of  such  commodities. 

Restoratum  of  capital  impairment. — The  budget  estimate  of 
$1,760,399,886  is  included  in  the  bill  for  restoration  of  capital  impair¬ 
ment  of  the  Corporation  through  June  30,  1957.  A  breakdown  of 
this  amount  is  as  follows: 
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$907 
290 
96 

1 , 299 
147 
314 

Total . . . . . . . 1,760 

For  a  number  of  years  now,  the  Committee  has  insisted  that  the 
Department  offer  its  commodities  for  sale  in  world  trade  on  a  competi¬ 
tive  basis  for  dollars,  in  order  to  keep  United  States  commodities  on 
world  sales  counters,  and  in  order  to  move  the  huge  surpluses  in  storage 
in  the  United  States.  After  continued  urging  by  this  Committee  and 
after  the  establishment  of  a  special  sales  organization  for  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  in  the  1950  Appropriation  Act,  the  Department  began  moving 
agricultural  commodities  in  foreign  trade  for  dollars.  This  program 
proved  very  effect  ive  and  large  quantities  of  United  States  commodities 
were  moved  into  world  trade  as  a  result.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
Secretary  lias  claimed  considerable  credit  for  the  volume  of  commod¬ 
ities  which  have  moved  into  foreign  markets  during  the  past  several 
years.  In  recent  months,  he  has  pointed  out  that  CCC  holdings  have 
gone  from  a  high  of  $8.9  billion  in  1956  to  approximately  $7.2  billion 
as  of  January  1958. 

The  Committee  is  proud  of  what  has  been  accomplished  in  t  his  con¬ 
nection  and  strongly  insists  that  the  Secretary  continue  to  offer  our 
commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis  for  dollars.  Con¬ 
siderable  progress  has  been  made  in  regaining  historical  markets  for 
the  United  States  and  discouraging  expansion  of  foreign  production 
of  commodities  in  competition  with  this  country.  Any  actions  taken 
to  decrease  the  effectiveness  of  this  highly  successful  competitive  sales 
program  would  be  a  real  disservice  to  the  nation. 

Administrative  expenses.- — The  Committee  recommends  $35,398,000 
for  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation  during  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $702,000  in  the  budget  estimate  and 
is  the  same  amount  as  was  provided  for  the  fiscal  year  1958. 

No  increase  in  funds  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  appears  to  be  war¬ 
ranted.  The  estimated  workload  in  price  support  operations  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  less  in  the  coming  fiscal  year  than  during  the  present  year. 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Farm  Credit  Administration  provides  supervision,  examination, 
facilities  and  services  to  the  coordinated  system  of  farm  credit  banks 
and  corporations  which  make  loans  to  farmers  and  their  cooperatives. 
It  was  originally  created  in  1933  and  was  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  1939.  It  was  re-established  as  an  independent 
agency  by  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1953. 

The  bill  includes  administrative  expense  limitations  of  $3,818,000 
for  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  and  the  Federal  intermediate 
credit  banks  for  the  fiscal  year  1959.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $1,757,000 
in  the  administrative  expense  limitations  authorized  in  1958.  The 


[In  millions] 

Price  support  program: 

■  Basic  commodities _ 

Mandatory  nonbasic  commodities _ 

**  Other  nonbasic  commodities _ 

B»  , - 

Total,  price  supports _ 

Commodity  export  program _ 

Interest,  administrative  and  other  (net) _ 
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amounts  recommended  include  $2,125,000  for  the  parent  organization, 
the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  and  $1,693,000  for  the  Federal 
intermediate  credit  banks. 

The  amount  provided  for  the  intermediate  credit  banks  covers 
expenses  for  the  sLx  months  period  ending  December  31,  1958.  Effec¬ 
tive  January  1,  1959,  the  administrative  expenses  of  these  institutions 
are  not  subject  to  Congressional  limitation,  as  provided  by  the  Farm 
Credit  Act  of  1956. 

The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  has  been  inactive  since 
July  1,  1957,  when  its  loan  authority  was  repealed.  As  of  June  30, 
1955,  all  assets  except  reserve  mineral  interests  were  liquidated  through 
bulk  sale  to  the  Federal  land  banks.  All  government  capital  has 
been  repaid  except  $10,000  which  will  be  returned  in  1958. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

The  general  provisions  contained  in  the  accompanying  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1959  are  the  same  as  those  included  in  previous  appropriation 
bills. 

Section  401  authorizes  the  purchase  of  466  passenger  motor  vehicles 
in  fiscal  year  1959  as  compared  to  552  authorized  for  1958.  This  will 
permit  the  replacement  of  462  worn  out  vehicles  and  the  purchase  of 
four  new  cars  for  plant  quarantine  work  in  Florida. 

LIMITATIONS  AND  LEGISLATIVE  PROVISIONS 

The  following  limitations  and  legislative  provisions  not  heretofore 
carried  in  any  appropriation  act  are  included  in  the  bill: 

On  page  3,  line  7,  in  connection  with  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service: 

Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not  apply 
to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  ’ 
April  24,  1948  (21  U.  S.  C.  113a); 

On  page  8,  line  23,  in  connection  with  Watershed  Protection: 

Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $100,000  may  be  used  for 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a). 

On  page  15,  line  19,  in  connection  with  School  Lunch  Program: 

Provided  further ,  That  $55,000,000  shall  be  transferred  to  this 
appropriation  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  distribution  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6 
of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  such  additional  funds  to  be 
used  for  the  general  purposes  of  section  32. 

On  page  17,  line  12,  in  connection  with  Conservation  Reserve 
Program : 

Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on 
any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of 
lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on  annual  payments  to 
participants:  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall 
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be  paid  on  any  contract  where  payments  are  made  for  land  rental 
at  rates  in  excess  of  20  per  centum  of  the  current  value  of  the 
land  rented  or  where  payments  are  made  for  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  in  excess  of  the  average  rate  for  comparable  practices  under 
the  agricultural  conservation  program. 

On  page  23,  line  11,  in  connection  with  Office  of  the  Secretary: 

Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from 
applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the 
holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Administrative  Procedure 
Act  (5  U.  S.  C.  1001). 
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In  addition,  contingency  funds  of  $25,000,000  for  each  program  authorized. 

Budget  proposed  to  appropriate  lump-sum  amount  to  be  used  for  all  categories  of  loans  at  discretion  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
In  addition,  contingency  fund  of  $20,000,000  authorized. 
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See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  43. 
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Appropriation  Act,  1958. 
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Union  Calendar  No.  626 

i  CONGRESS  If  T\  H  1 

SOS**™  j-j.  rv.  11/b/ 

[Report  No.  1584] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  28, 1958 

Mr.  Whltten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following 
bill ;  which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1959,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  namely: 


I 


i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


2 

DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Reseakch  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production  and  utilization,  to  control  and  eradicate 
pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related 
inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  in¬ 
spection:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $75,000  of  the  appro¬ 
priations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  employment  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  : 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and 
the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two,  of  which  one  shall  be 
for  replacement  only:  Provided  further,  That  appropria¬ 
tions  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration, 
and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  other¬ 
wise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building 
(except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $10,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be  constructed  or 
improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost 
of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
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exceed  $3,750  or  4  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater : 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  and  related 
research  and  services,  including  administration  of  payments 
to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations;  $58,444,890: 
Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not 
apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the 
Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.  S.  C.  113a)  ; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant 
and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspection, 
quarantine  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law; 
$41,732,000,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be  apportioned  for 
use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant 
diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 
conditions ; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws 
relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  meat-food  products, 
and  poultry,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  re¬ 
lating  to  process  or  renovated  butter;  $24,326,000. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry 
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into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March 
2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955 
(7  U.  S.  0.  361a— 361i) ,  including  administration  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  $29,853,708;  and 
payments  authorized  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946 
(7  U.  S.  C.  1623),  $500,000;  in  ah,  $30,353,708. 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs-  of  agricultural 
experiment  stations,  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of 
1887,  as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 
.  Eradication  activities :  For  expenses  necessary  in  the  ar¬ 
rest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuro-pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infec¬ 
tious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 
diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and 
rinderpest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29, 
1884,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  391;  21  U.  S.  C.  111-122) , 
including  expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act 
of  February  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from 
other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  cor¬ 
porations,  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he 
may  deem  necessary,  but  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  for 
eradication  of  vesicular  exanthema  of  swine,  to  be  available 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


5 


only  in  an  emergency  which  threatens  the  livestock  or 
poultry  industry  of  the  country,  and  any  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  year  shall  he  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  subject 
to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and 
expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service”. 

Extension"  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
For  payments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work 
under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June 
26,  1953  (7  U.  S.  C.  341-348) ,  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955  (7  U.  S.  C.  347a),  $49,220,000;  and  payments  and 
contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204  (b )  —205  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1623- 

1624),  $1,495,000;  in  all,  $50,715,000:  Provided,  That 

% 

funds  hereby  .appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of 
the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State, 
Hawaii,  Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an 
equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources  for  expenditure  during 
the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of 
employer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative 
extension  employees,  $5,479,375. 
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Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  coopera¬ 
tive  extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors, 
$1,868,480. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.  S.  C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955 
(7  IT.  S.  0.  347a) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  IT.  S.  C.  1621-1627),  and  to 
coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension 
work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States,  Territories, 
and  insular  possessions,  $2,096,540. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.  S.  C.  451-457) ,  $578,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  D.  S.  C.  590a-590f) , 
including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establish¬ 
ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm 
irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reser¬ 
voirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 
mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase 
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]  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and 

2  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft;  $74,780,000: 

3  Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur- 

4  chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of 

5  constructing  a  water  suppty  or  sanitary  system  and  connect- 

6  ing  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of 

7  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased 

8  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  eight 

9  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 

10  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improve- 

11  ments  to  other  existing  pennanent  buildings  costing  $2,500 

12  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to 

13  x  exceed  $500  per  building :  Provided  further,  That  no  part 

14  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction 

15  of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government: 

16  Provided  further,  That  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the 
IT  State  has  established  a  central  State  agency  authorized  to 

18  enter  into  agreements  with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its 

19  agencies  on  policies  and  general  programs  for  the  saving  of 

20  its  soil  by  the  extension  of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conserva- 

21  tion  district  in  such  State,  the  agreements  made  by  or  on 

22  behalf  of  the  United  States  with  any  such  soil  conservation 

23  district  shall  have  the  prior  approval  of  such  central  State 

24  agency  before  they  shall  become  effective  as  to  such  district: 

25  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be 
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expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f) ,  in 
demonstration  projects :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$5,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.  S.  0.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  O.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That 
qualified  local  engineers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at 
per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  planning  work  of 
the  service. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use 
of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  ( 16  U.  S.  O.  1001-1007) ,  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  O.  590a-590f) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $25,500,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro¬ 
priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  purposes:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  0. 
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574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a). 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.  S.  C.  701- 
709),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the 
Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement,  including 
not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  emplojunent  pursuant  to  the 
second . sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  ap¬ 
propriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  pre¬ 
vention  purposes:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds 
shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and 
Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of 
the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which 
such  lands  are  situated. 

WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
Department  under  the  Acts  of  August  11,  1939,  and  October 
14,  1940  (16  U.  S.  O.  590y-z-10) ,  as  amended  and  supple- 
H.R.  11767 - 2 
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1  mented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277),  and  September 

2  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  0.  1033-39),  relating  to  water  con- 

3  servation  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  available  until 

4  expended,  $335,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged  with 

5  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated 

6  to  said  Department  for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 

7  GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

8  Dor  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 

9  of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 

10  16  (b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 

11  Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.  S.  C. 

12  590p),  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

13  Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

Id  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro- 

15  gram  authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a) ,  and  17  of  the 

16  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved 

17* ;  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590g-590 
1®  (o) ,  590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000 

19  for  the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such 

20  displays  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within 

21  the  United  States;  $235,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 

22  December  31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compli- 

23  ance  with  the  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 

24  conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 

25  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
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1  Appropriation  Act,  1958,  carried  out  during  the  period  July 

2  1,  1957,  to  December  31,  1958,  inclusive:  Provided,  That 

3  not  to  exceed  $24,698,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under 

4  this  head  shall  be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year 

5  for  administrative  expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program, 

6  the  cost  of  aerial  photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged 

7  to  such  limitation;  but  not  more  than  $5,025,800  shall  be 

8  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative 

9  expenses,  section  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

10  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein 

11  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses 

12  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any  State  infor- 

13  mation  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answer- 

^  ing  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the  county 
15  level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further,  That  such 
15  amounts  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in 
11  connection  with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the 
15  1959  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 

15  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended 

(amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  administration,  and 

21  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where 

22  the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to 

23  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve 
2^  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided 
25  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


12 


for  the  1959  agricultural  conservation  program  for  any 
county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  com¬ 
mittee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld 
and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of 
its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricul- 
tural  conservation  program  in  the  participating  counties, 
and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in 
such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  commit¬ 
tee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to 
any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the 
same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided 
further,  That  for  the  1959  program  $2,500,000  shall  be 
available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carry¬ 
ing  out  agricultural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,000 
shall  be  available  for  conservation  practices  related  di¬ 
rectly  to  flood  prevention  work  in  approved  watersheds: 
Provided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available 
for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any 
other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and 
making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid 
them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the 
Secretary  under  programs  provided  for  herein:  Provided 
further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the  De- 
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1  partment,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other 

2  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be 

3  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or 

4  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of 

5  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious 

6  political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended, 

7  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 

8  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  vio- 

9  lated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 

10  the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  per¬ 
il  sonal  services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in 

12  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any 

13  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  re- 

11  quest  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper  official 
15  channels. 

1°  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

11  MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 

1®  For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
19  to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
29  to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 

21  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws, 

22  including  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts 
22  connected  therewith:  Provided ,  That  appropriations  here- 
21  under  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.  S.  C.  565a  for 
25  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  im- 
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provements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of 
erecting  any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except 
for  two  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost 
not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  3 
per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater : 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  Tor  re¬ 
search  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  and  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  $14,095,000:  Provided,  That  not 
less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  con¬ 
duct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer 
and  the  consumer:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the 
funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  any  expense 
incident  to  ascertaining,  collating,  or  publishing  a  report 
stating  the  intention  of  farmers  as  to  the  acreage  to  be 
planted  in  cotton,  or  for  estimates  of  apple  production  for 
other  than  the  commercial  crop ; 

Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordination 
of  payments  to  States,  $14,097,000,  including  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50 
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per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to 
exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C. 
574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a) 
to  201  (d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938  (7  IT.  S.  C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  market¬ 
ing  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1623  (b)  ) ,  $1,160,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  0.  1751-1760) , 
$100,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said 
Act:  Provided  further,  That  $55,000,000  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  imder  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  such 
additional  funds  to  be  used  for  the  general  purposes  of 
section  32. 
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Foreign  Agricultural  Service 


2  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

3  .  For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 

4  Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 

5  Act  of  1954  (7  U.  S.  C.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling 

6  the  Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the 

7  Department  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work, 

8  including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allow- 

9  ances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act 

10  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.  S.  0.  1766),  $4,002,300: 

11  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained 

12  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 

13  and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete 
H  information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move 

15  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

16  Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

1^  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

18  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro- 

19  visions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 

20  U.  S.  C.  1-1 7a),  $832,000. 

21  Soil  Bank  Programs 

22 


23 


24 


25 


CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814), 
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1  $250,000,000:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000 

2  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  which  not 

3  less  than  $12,000,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropria- 

4  tion  account  “Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural 

5  Adjustment  Act  of  1938’’:  Provided  further,  That  no  part 

6  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  with 

7  producers  which  together  with  contracts  already  entered  into 

8  would  require  payments  to  producers  (including  the  cost  of 

9  materials  and  sendees)  in  excess  of  $300,000,000  in  any 

10  calendar  year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limitation, 

11  practice  payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first  year  of  the 

12  contract  period:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  these 

13  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the 

14  law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading 

15  limits  on  annual  payments  to  participants :  Provided  further, 

16  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  he  paid  on  any  contract 

17  where  payments  are  made  for  land  rental  at  rates  in  excess 

18  of  20  per  centum  of  the  current  value  of  the  land  rented  or 

*  * 

19  where  payments  are  made  for  conservation  practices  in  ex- 

20  cess  of  the  average  rate  for  comparable  practices  under  the 

21  agricultural  conservation  program. 

22  ACREAGE  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

23  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  an  acreage  reserve 

24  program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subtitles  A 
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and  0  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1821-1824  and 
1802-1814),  $330,000,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$13,000,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 
be  available  for  administrative  expenses:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  formulate 
and  administer  an  acreage  reserve  program  with  respect  to 
the  1959  crops. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  acre¬ 
age  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant  to 
provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1301-1393),  $39,715,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $6,380,100  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.  S.  C.  1101-1161), 
$71,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year :  Provided,  That  expenditures  (includ¬ 
ing  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  pay¬ 
ments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,124,500. 
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Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  901-924) , 
as  follows : 

LOAN  authorizations 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act  as  follows:  Rural  elec¬ 
trification  program,  $300,000,000;  and  rural  telephone 
program,  $60,000,000;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to 
exceed  $25,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be  borrowed 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such 
amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1959  under  the  then 
existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  rural  electrification  program  and  rural  telephone 
program. 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed  $500 
for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed  $150,000 
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1  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 

2  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  0.  574),  as 

3  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 

4  IT.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $9,019,000. 

5  Farmers’  Home  Administration 

6  To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and 

7  the  related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 

8  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  O.  1000-1031)  ; 

9  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C. 

10  1001,  note;  31  U.  S.  O.  82h;  12  IT.  S.  0.  371;  35  D.  C. 

11  Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946 

12  (40  U.  S.  C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as 

13  amended  (16  IT.  S.  C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the  develop- 

14  ment  of  facilities  for  water  storage  and  utilization  in  the 

15  arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United  States;  the  provisions 

16  of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42 

17  U.  S.  C.  1471-1483),  relating  to  financial  assistance  for 

18  farm  housing;  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust 

19  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.  S.  C. 

20  440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to  farmers,  1948  flood  damage” 

21  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans 

22  to  farmers,  property  damage”  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949 

23  (63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting  and  servicing  of  credit  sales 

24  and  development  accounts  in  water  conservation  and  utili- 

25  zation  projects  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  as  amended  and  sup- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


21 


plemented  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y,  z — 1  and  z — 10)  ;  and  the 
Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain 
mineral  interests,  approved  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1033-1039) ,  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 
preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made 
from  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 
amended)  :  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bank- 
head- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000, 
of  which  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to 
States  and  Territories  without  regard  to  farm  population 
and  prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  other¬ 
wise  distributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and 
to  entrymen  on  unpatented  public  land;  title  II  of  the  Bank- 
head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000; 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $5,500,000: 
Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts 
shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under 
this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 
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Act,  1952:  Provided  further,  That  an  additional  amount, 
not  to  exceed  $20,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is 
required  during  fiscal  year  1959  under  the  then  existing 
conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the 
loan  program  under  title  II  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  as  amended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to 
Farmers’  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative 
expenses,  $29,089,500,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to 
exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 
charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of 
section  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1005  (b)  ) ,  and  section  10  (c)  of 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $2,943,000. 
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Office  of  the  Seceetaey 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical 
and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture;  $2,- 
668,895:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  re¬ 
imbursed  from  applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses 
incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.  S.  C.  1001) . 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized 
by  Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,359,265,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
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equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  he  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.  S.  C.  417)  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  thirty  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty  copies  for 
the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part 
2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Year¬ 
book  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act 
of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.  S.  C.  241)  :  Provided,  That 
in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the 
Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  C.  55a) . 

Libbaby 

SAL  ABIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  mem¬ 
bership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications 
to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to 
subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $772,000. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor- 
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poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget 
for  the  fiscal  year  1959  for  such  corporation  or  agency, 
except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 

Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  administrative  and 
operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 

To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 
1957,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938, 
as  amended  (15  U.  S.  C.  713a-l),  $1,760,399,886. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $35,398,000  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further,  That 
$1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only  to 
expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s 
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j  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum 

2  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  he  appor- 

3  tioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 

4  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amoimts  and  at  such  time 

5  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations: 

6  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including 

7  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee 

8  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in  connec- 

9  tion  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improve- 
10  ment, .  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property  be¬ 
ll  longing  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 

12  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 

13  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 

14  hereof. 

15  TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 

16  Farm  Credit  Administration 

17  Not  to  exceed  $2,125,000  (from  assessments  collected 

18  from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 

19  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

20  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 

21  The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 

22  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 

23  accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 

24  assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation 

25  of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
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to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquida¬ 
tion  shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

Federal  Intermediate  Credit  Banks 
Not  to  exceed  $1,693,000  (to  be  computed  on  an 
accrual  basis)  of  the  funds  of  the  banks  shall  be  available 
for  administrative  expenses  for  the  six  months  ending  De¬ 
cember  31,  1958,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  and  serv¬ 
ices  performed  for  the  banks  by  other  Government  agencies 
(except  services  and  facilities  furnished  and  examinations 
made  by  the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  and  services  per¬ 
formed  by  any  Federal  Deserve  bank  and  by  the  United 
States  Treasury  in  connection  with  the  financial  transactions 
of  the  banks)  ;  and  said  total  sum  shall  be  exclusive  of 
interest  expense,  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a 
contract  or  fee  basis,  and  expenses  in  connection  with  the 
acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  protection, 
or  disposition  of  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the 
banks  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed 
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466  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which  462  shall  be  for  re¬ 
placement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Seo.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.  S.  C.  2131). 

Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee, 
or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission, 
or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  predic¬ 
tion,  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage 
threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to 
future  prices  of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au- 
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1  thorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  and  July  28,  1954 

2  (7  U.  S.  C.  427,  1621-1629),  shall  be  available  for  con- 

3  tracting  in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

4  Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 

t 

5  Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any 

6  corporation  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 

7  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legis- 

8  lation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 

1959”. 
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CONGRESSIONAL 

PROCEEDINGS 


j  OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRiCUlTUR! 

- S 

OFiCICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(FoK Department  Staff  Only) 

iONTENTS 


Appropriations . .1,11,28,40 

Buildings. .  34 

Conservation  reserve . 1 

Dairy  prices ..  ....  14 , 23 

Economic  situation, . 9 

Farm  prices . >7,19,21 

Farm  program. ......  . . 25 

)?lood  control . ^.20 

Food  additives.... . >37 

Food  stamps. . . 3. 

Foreign  aid . ...1,22 

Foreign  trade.,., . 33 

Forestry . 2,30 

Frozen  food. ............  10 

Fruits  and  vegetables. .. 29 

Housing . 3,39 

Lands . . 34 

Legislative  program . 20 

Life  insurance . .13 


Loans .................  3 , 39 

Monopolies . .  10 

latural  resources. ...  16 , 38 

ursonnel . 13, 3( 

Plywood  imports....... 

Pric^-v  supports . 6^14 

PublicN^orks . 5 >9  J^2» 20 

Purchasing, . .y. ...  11 

Reclamation. . . 17 

Reports. . .  .\  . . ......  18 

Roads . 2,9 


Rupa  1  de  ve  1  opnent . 24 

Saline  water . 15 

>chool  lunch. .............I 

Statehood. .26 

Sugar . 28 

Surplus  commodities. .. 27 , 35 

Textiles . . . 31 

Water,  pollution . 9 

research. . . 15 

resources. . . 32 

Watersheds . 4 


HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed: 
matters  appropriation  bill. 


Agricultural/appY-npriation  bill.  General  government 
Conferees/agreed\o  file  report  on  road  authorization 
bill.  House  received  President's  request  for  mutual  security  appropriations. 
Senate  committee  reported  bill  for  immediate  appropriations  to  accelerate  procure¬ 
ment  programs.  Sen.  Proxmire  changed  Secretary  with  favoring  corporations  instead 
of  dairy  farmers. 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11767,  the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  1959.  pp.  5321-69 

Rejected  amendments  by  Rep.  Knutson  to  increase  the  school  lunch  program 
from  $100,000,000  to  $145,000,000  (pp.  5361-65),  and  Rep.  Reuss  to  exempt 
wildlife  conservation  practices  under  the  conservation  reserve  program  from 
the  provision  limiting  payments  under  the  program  to  207.  of  the  value  of  the 
land  (pp.  5365-66)  . _ _  _ _ 

(d  with  amendment  H.  R.  10589,  the  general  Government  matters  appXp- 

priatl^6n  bill  for  1959.  pp.  5313-14 

^ceived  from  the  President  appropriations  estimate  of  $3,942,092,500  in' 
for  the  mutual  security  program  (H.  Doc.  363) ;  to  Appropriations  Commit  t^ 
5388 
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ADS.  The  conferees  were  granted  permission  until  midnight  Tues.,  Apr,  1,  ta 
ile  a  report  on  H.  R.  9821,  the  road  authorization  bill,  pp.  5312-13  / 

The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report  which 
includes  provisions  as  follows:  / 

authorize  an  additional  $5  million  for  forest  highway  systems  in  fis¬ 
cal  1959,  and  $33  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961^/. 
authorize  an  additional  $5  million  for  forest  development  roads  and/trails 
for  fiscai\1959,  and  $30  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  year  1960  and  1961 
require  a  st<jdy  of  needed  improvements  on  the  forest  highway  system  and  a 
report  thereon  to  Congress  on  or  before  January  1,  I960,"  pp.  D287-88 

3.  HOUSING.  Both  Hobses  received  from  the  President  his  message/approving  S,  3418, 

to  stimulate  housing  construction.  The  message  criticized  -certain  provisions 
of  the  bill  and  requested  Congress  "to  enact  legislation  providing  interest 
rates  for  VA-guarantO^d  and  direct  loans  sufficiently  flexible  to  assure  pri¬ 
vate  participation,  and  eliminating  the  par-purchase  requirements  on  Govern¬ 
ment  mortgage  purchases\so  that  the  taxpayers  will  ndt  be  called  upon  to  do 
what  private  investors  shbuld,  can,  and  will  do  —  p6  that  in  this  field  our  '■ 
free  enterprise  system  may  nave  the  fullest  opportunity  to  work."  (S,  Doc.  8t, 
pp.  5297-98,  5384-85 

4.  WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Agriculture  Cornrpittee  a  letter  approving  work 

plansfor  the  following  watershed  projects:  Zuber  Draw,  N.  Mex.,  Cowaselon 
Creek,  N.  Y.j  Little  Deep  Fork  Credit,  Okla/^  and  Mill  Creek,  Wise.  The 
work  plans  were  referred  to  the  Appropriations  Committee,  p.  5369 

5.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Agreed  to  the  conferencd\report  on  S,  497,  the  rivers  and 

harbors  and  flood  control  authorization  bill,  pp.  5314-16 


6.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Rep.  Meader  Inserted  his  letters  to  the  Secretary  and  the 

President  requesting  that  reconsideration  be  'given  "to  the  order  reducing 
dairy  price  supports  and  modify/it."  pp.  5385-86 

7.  FARM  PRICE'S.  Rep.  Hill  inserted  a  release  from  this  Department  indicating  that« 

the  index  of  prices  received  by  farmers  increased  4\percent  for  the  month 
ending  in  mid-March.  He  also  inserted  figures  showing  the  increase  in  farmers' 
net  income  for  certain  M6untain  States  in  1957  over  1958.  p.  5312 

8.  PLYWOOD  IMPORTS.  Rep.  Mack,  and  others,  contended  that  tnb  import  of  Japanese 

plywood  was  havine  an  adverse  effect  on  the  American  plywood  industry, 
pp.  5370-80  \ 


9,  ECONOMIC  SITUATION.  Rep.  O'Neill  urged  that  the  U.  S.  accelerate  public  works 
programs,  including  the  road  and  water  pollution  programs,  to  provide  addi¬ 
tional  employment  opportunities,  pp.  5380-81  \ 

10.  MONOPOLIES-^  Rep.  Patman  spoke  in  favor  of  legislation  for  stricter  regulation 
of  monopolistic  practices  in  industry,  and  referred  to  a  recent  statement  of 
FCC  Commissioner  Anderson  urging  the  frozen  food  industry  "to  discontinue 
theip  alleged  practice  of  granting  discriminatory  prices  and  thereby  averK 
competitive  disaster,  monopolies,  and  consequent  rigid  Government  regulation," 
pp.  5381-82  \ 
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Nationality  Act,  Joerg  Baxter  may  be  issued 
a\vlsa  and  admitted  to  the  United  States  for 
permanent  residence  if  he  is  found  to  be 
otherwise  admissible  under  the  provisions  of 
that  act:  Provided,  That  a  suitable  and  prop¬ 
er  bond  or  undertaking,  approved  by  the 
Attorney  General,  be  deposited  as  prescribed 
by  section  213  of  the  said  act. 

Se«.  4.  Notwithstanding  the  provision  of 
secticsi  212  (a)  (9)  of  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act,  Heinz  Kohn  may  be  issued 
a  visa  and  admitted  to  the  United  States  for 
permanent  residence  if  he  is  found  to  be 
otherwise  admissible  under  the  provisions  of 
that  act. 

Sec.  5V  Notwithstanding  the  provision  of 
section  2&2  (a)  (1)  of  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act,  Jacob  Ype  Harms  may  be 
issued  a  visa  and  admitted  to  the  United 
States  for  permanent  residence  if  he  is  found 
to  be  otherwise  admissible  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  that  act:  Provided,  That  a  suitable 
and  proper \bond  or  undertaking,  approved 
by  the  Attorney  General,  be  deposited  as  pre¬ 
scribed  by  section  213  of  the  said  act. 

Sec.  6.  Theexemptlons  provided  for  in  this 
act  shall  apply  only  to  grounds  for  exclusion 
of  which  the \ Department  of  State  or  the 
Department  on  Justice  had  knowledge  prior 
to  the  enactmant  of  this  act. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  :  \ 

On  page  2,  aftm  line  7,  insert  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  3  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  3.  Notwithstanding  the  provision 
of  section  212  (a)\(l)  of  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  A  At,  Norvall  Arnold  Olson 
may  be  Issued  a  visa  and  admitted  to  the 
United  States  for  permanent  residence  if  he 
is  found  to  be  otherwise  admissible  under 
the  provisions  of  that  Act:  Provided,  That 
a  suitable  and  propen  bond  or  undertaking, 
approved  by  the  Attorney  General,  be  de¬ 
posited  as  prescribed  ay  section  213  of  the 
said  act.”  \ 

On  page  2,  line  8,  strike  out  "Sec.  3”  and 
substitute  “Sec.  4.”  \ 

On  page  2,  after  line  lb,  insert  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  5  to  read  as  follows :  \ 

“Sec.  5.  Notwithstanding  the  provision  of 
section  212  (a)  (19)  of  thaf  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act,  Herman  \  Shin  Gee  Chiu 
may  be  issued  a  visa  andladmitted  to  the 
United  States  for  permanerk  residence  if  he 
is  found  to  be  otherwise  admissible  under 
the  provisions  of  that  act.”  \ 

On  page  2,  line  16,  strike  out  “Sec.  4.”  and 
substitute  “Sec.  6.”  \ 

On  page  2,  line  21,  strike  out  “Sec.  5.”  and 
substitute  "Sec.  7.”  \ 

On  page  3,  after  line  3,  insert  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  8  to  read  as  follows:  \ 

"Sec.  8.  Notwithstanding  the  'provision  of 
section  212  (a)  (31)  of  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act,  Emilia  Montijo  Vie  Mendez, 
nee  Montijo-.Zabalza,  may  be  issued  a  visa 
and  admitted  to  the  United  States  for 
permanent  residence  if  she  is  found  to  be 
otherwise  admissible  under  the  provisions  of 
that  act.”  \ 

On  page  3,  line  4,  strike  out  “Seo,  6”  and 
substitute  “Sec.  9.”  \ 

The  committee  amendments-,  were 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows:  \ 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Walter  :\  On 
page  1,  strike  out  section  1  and  renumber 
the  sections  following.  l 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to.  \ 
The  House  joint  resolution  wis 
ordered  to  be  engrossed  and  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time  an$ 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  waa 
laid  on  the  table. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1959 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  <H.  R.  11767)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959, 
and  for  other  purposes;  and  pending  that 
motion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  general  debate  be  limited  to 
2  hours,  the  time  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Andersen],  and  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  reqeust  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  11767,  with 
Mr.  Bonner  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill,  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  was  reported  out  last  Friday. 
We  have  written  a  rather  lengthy  report, 
and  I  trust  a  rather  thorough  report. 

In  our  consideration  of  this  bill  we 
have  been  pleased  this  year  to  have  on 
our  committee  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Santangelo].  He  has  ren¬ 
dered  excellent  service,  has  shown  great 
interest  in  the  operations  of  the  De¬ 
partment,  and  has  contributed  greatly 
in  a  number  of  fields  where  his  experi¬ 
ence  has  been  wide  and  where  his  knowl¬ 
edge  has  been  helpful  to  the  committee. 
I  seldom  take  time  to  comment  on  the 
membership  of  our  committee,  but  I  do 
not  believe  that  within  the  Halls  of  the 
Congress  you  could  find  any  Members 
from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  are  more 
interested  in  dealing  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  in  meeting  their 
needs,  and  at  the  same  time  interested  in 
protecting  the  cost  of  operation. 

This  bill  provides  direct  annual  appro¬ 
priations  of  $1,456,588,653  for  the  regu¬ 
lar  activities  of  the  Department — title  I 
of  bill.  This  amount  is  $152,390,195 
less  than  funds  provided  for  these  activi¬ 
ties  for  the  fiscal  year  1958  and  is  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $103,900,000  in  the  budget 
estimate. 

Also  included  in  the  bill  is  the  sum  of 
$1,760,399,886  to  restore  capital  impair¬ 
ment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  through  June  30,  1957,  under  price 
support  and  related  activities.  It  should 
be  noted  that  only  $739,606,640  of  this 
amount  represents  losses  on  commodities 
handled.  The  balance,  over  $1  billion, 
is  for  storage  and  handling,  transporta¬ 


tion,  administration,  and  interest  costs, 
all  of  which  were  paid  to  other  than 
agricultural  producers. 

The  bill  also  includes  loan  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  of  $569,500,000,  which  com¬ 
pares  with  $448,500,000  available  for  the 
current  fiscal  year.  These  amounts  are 
not  appropriations — they  are  authoriza¬ 
tions  to  borrow  from  the  Treasury  suf¬ 
ficient  funds  to  meet  the  loan  programs 
of  these  agencies.  These  loans  are  re¬ 
paid  within  a  period  of  35  years  with 
interest.  Repayments  for  prior-year 
loans  are  increasing  to  the  point  where 
they  will  soon  equal  the  amount  of  new 
loans  made  available  each  year. 

THE  FARM  PICTURE 

Since  1952,  farm  income  from  the 
farm,  including  increased  Federal  pay¬ 
ments,  has  gone  down.  Farm  costs  have 
gone  up.  The  cost  of  the  farm  program 
to  the  Treasury  has  increased.  The  take 
of  the  middleman  has  increased.  Con¬ 
sumer  prices  have  gone  up.  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  holdings,  despite 
grants,  donations,  sales  for  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies,  and  cash  sales,  have  increased 
from  $2.5  billion  in  January,  1953  to  $7.2 
billion  in  January,  1958. 

Employees  in  the  Department  have  in¬ 
creased  more  than  17,000  since  195Z, 
from  67,406  as  of  December  31,  1952,  to 
85,107  as  of  December  31,  1957.  The  cost 
of  operating  the  regular  programs  of  the 
Department,  including  Forest  Service  ap¬ 
propriations  not  included  in  this  bill,  has 
increased  from  $796  million  in  fiscal  year 
1952  to  a  total  of  $1,729  million  for  fiscal 
year  1958. 

During  the  period  1952  through  1957, 
price  supports  on  many  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  were  reduced  an  average  of  20 
percent.  The  figures  set  forth  below 
show  that  the  economic  status  of  the 
farmer  has  been  lowered  during  this  pe¬ 
riod  in  direct  ratio  to  the  reduction  in 
price-support  levels.  These  figures  are 
taken  from  official  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  statistical  reports  which  will  be 
found  on  pages  54  through  71  of  part  1 
of  the  published  hearings  on  the  1959 
budget  for  the  Department. 

PRICES  RECEIVED  AND  PAID  BT  FARMERS 

Prices  received  by  farmers  at  the  mar¬ 
ketplace  have  gone  down  to  a  very  low 
level  since  1952.  Farm  production  ex¬ 
penses  continue  to  increase.  In  terms 
of  prices  received  and  paid  by  farmers 
during  the  period  1910-14,  the  period 
generally  conceded  to  be  one  of  economic 
balance,  the  change  in  the  farmers’  posi¬ 
tion  may  be  summarized  as  follows : 


(Index  numbers] 


Prices 

received 

Prices 

paid 

Parity 

ratio 

1952 . 

288 

287 

100 

1953 . — 

258 

279 

92 

1954 . - . 

249 

281 

89 

1955 . . 

236 

281 

84 

1966 . 

235 

285 

82 

1957 . 

242 

296 

82 

NET  INCOME  FROM  FARMING 

Net  income  from  farming  is  at  the 
lowest  point  in  15  years,  despite  large 
increases  in  Federal  payments  to  farm- 
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ers  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
A  comparison  between  1952  and  1957 
reflects  the  following  picture: 


[In  billions] 


1952 

1957 

Com¬ 

pari¬ 

son 

Cash  receipts  from  marketings — 

Federal  payments  to  farmers - 

Noncash  income  to  farmers - 

Gross  income  from  farming. 

$32.6 

.3 

3.9 

$30.0 

1.0 

3.4 

-$2.  6 
+.7 
-.5 

36.8 

-22.5 

34.4 

-22.9 

-2.4 

+.4 

Net  income  from  farming... 

14.3 

11.5 

-2.8 

CONSUMER  PRICES - FARMER’S  SHARE  OF 

FOOD  DOLLAR 

At  the  same  time  that  the  farmer’s  in¬ 
come  has  gone  down  so  drastically,  the 
take  of  the  middleman  between  the 
farmer  and  the  consumer  has  continued 
to  increase  and  the  consumer  has  re¬ 
ceived  no  cash  benefit.  Retail  prices  to 
the  consumer  have  not  declined  but  have 
increased  slightly  over  the  period.  *  The 
farmer’s  share  of  the  consumer’s  food 
dollar  has  decreaesd  steadily  since  1952. 
The  changing  picture  since  1952  is  as 
follows : 


Eetail  food 
prices 

(1947-49=100) 

Farmers’ 
share  of 
food  dollar 

1952 . - 

114.6 

Percent 

47 

1953  . . 

112.  8 

44 

1954 . . — - 

112.6 

43 

1955  _ _ _ 

110.9 

41 

1956  _ _ 

111.7 

40 

1957  . . . . 

115.4 

40 

FARM  DEBT  AND  INVESTMENT 

Farm  debt  is  at  an  alltime  high.  The 
amount  of  equipment  and  other  invest¬ 
ment  required  to  operate  a  farm  also  con¬ 
tinues  to  increase  each  year,  and  is  now 
the  highest  in  history.  A  summary  of 
these  factors  since  1952  follows: 


Farm  debt 
(in  billions) 

Investment 
per  farm 

1952  . - . . 

$14.  6 
16. 1 

$23, 188 
22,  928 

1953 . . . . . 

1954 . . . 

17.2 

22,  553 

1955 . . . - 

17.  8 

23,  786 
25,  075 
27,000 

1956 . . 

18.9 

1957 . . - 

19.5 

PER  CAPITA  INCOME 

The  only  agricultural  statistic  which 
shows  up  more  favorably  since  1952  is 
“income  per  person  on  farms  from  all 
sources.”  This  has  increased  from  $953 
in  1952  to  $993  in  1957.  The  reason  for 
this  increase  with  declining  farm  income 
is  that  the  farmer  has  looked  more  and 
more  to  off-farm  employment.  Even 
though  off-farm  income  is  higher  in  1957 
than  in  1952,  the  figure  is  still  very  low 
as  compared  to  the  income  of  other  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  population,  which  averaged 
about  $1,750  last  year.  This  would  indi¬ 
cate  that,  in  addition  to  having  his  in¬ 
come  from  the  farm  decrease  steadily, 
the  farm  worker  is  paid  very  low  rates 
for  his  off-farm  employment. 

It  is  significant  to  note,  however,  that 
per  capita  income  earned  on  the  farm 
has  decreased  from  $702  in  1952  to  $684 
in  1957. 


ELIMINATION  OF  SMALL  FARMER  NO  ANSWER 

A  job  in  town  is  no  answer  to  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  low-income  farmer,  since 
the  record  shows  that  he  has  averaged 
only  about  $300  per  year  from  such  em¬ 
ployment.  Yet  the  principal  efforts  of 
the  Department  during  the  past  few 
years  have  been  directed  toward  urging 
farm  families  to  obtain  off-farm  employ¬ 
ment  and  to  move  off  their  small  farms. 

To  leave  the  farm  for  town  under  pres¬ 
ent  conditions  would  only  swell  the  un¬ 
employment  rolls  now  estimated  at  over 
5  million  people.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
it  may  soon  be  necessary  to  start  think¬ 
ing  in  terms  of  moving  people  back  to 
the  farms  where  they  can  at  least  find 
food  and  shelter. 

Further,  moving  the  small  farmers  off 
their  farms  will  have  very  little  effect  on 
the  level  of  agricultural  production.  The 
small  farms  contribute  very  little  if  any 
.to  surpluses.  According  to  the  record, 
small  farms,  which  represent  56  percent 
of  the  farms  of  the  Nation  and  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  acerage,  produce  only  about 
9  percent  of  farm  commodities  which  go 
into  commercial  channels. 

Therefore — if  all  small  farmers  were 
removed  from  their  farms,  and  their  land 
were  allowed  to  remain  idle,  the  maxi¬ 
mum  possible  reduction  of  surpluses 
would  be  9  percent.  It  is  probable,  how¬ 
ever,  that  land  released  from  small 
farms  would  be  added  to  larger  produc¬ 
ing  units  which,  being  more  efficient, 
would  increase  production  on  that  land 
and  thereby  further  increase  surpluses. 

GOVERNMENT  ACTION  TO  COMBAT  BUSINESS 
RECESSION 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  current 
efforts  to  combat  the  business  recession 
are  taking  the  form  of  additional  de¬ 
fense  and  public  works  expenditures.  It 
is  disappointing  to  note  that  no  proposals 
are  being  made  to  bolster  farm  income  at 
the  market  place. 

A  review  of  the  economic  history  of  the 
United  States  will  show  that  every  eco¬ 
nomic  recession  in  this  country  has 
started  on  the  farm.  Every  recession 
has  been  preceded  by  a  period  of  reduced 
income  to  the  agricultural  segment  of 
our  population.  Since  agriculture  is  the 
principal  segment  of  our  economy  which 
generates  new  wealth,  it  is  inevitable 
that  a  prolonged  depression  in  agricul¬ 
ture  will  eventually  reflect  itself  in  more 
aggravated  economic  distress  throughout 
the  rest  of  the  economy. 

The  figures  above  showing  the  sub¬ 
stantial  decrease  in  level  of  farm  prices 
and  farm  income  since  1952,  with  its 
disastrous  effect  on  farm  purchasing 
power,  demonstrate  a  major  reason  why 
the  Nation  is  experiencing  a  business  re¬ 
cession  at  the  present  time.  There  can 
be  no  doubt  that  reduced  income  of  the 
farm  population  now  unable  to  main¬ 
tain  its  normal  purchases  is  one  of  the 
major  reasons  that  there  are  an  esti¬ 
mated  5  million  unemployed  workers 
walking  the  streets  of  our  major  cities 
today. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  committee, 
pump  priming  through  increased  mili¬ 
tary  expenditures  is  only  temporary  re¬ 
lief  at  best.  The  only  action  which 
would  have  long-range  benefits  would  be 
to  bolster  farm  income  at  the  market 


place  through  price  support  levels  that 
will  assure  the  farmer  a  fair  return  for 
what  he  produces.  Only  by  regaining  a 
proper  balance  between  agriculture,  in¬ 
dustry,  and  labor  can  we  regain  a  sound 
economy.  It  is  only  through  additional 
income  for  the  producers  of  raw  mate¬ 
rials,  the  foundation  of  the  economic 
ladder,  that  our  economy  can  be  restored 
on  a  basis  which  will  support  the  rest  of 
our  economy  at  the  prosperous  level 
which  this  country  has  experienced  for 
a  number  of  years. 

This  is  not  a  partisan  matter.  It  is  a 
matter  which  affects  every  citizen  of  the 
United  States — and  of  the  entire  world. 
We  must  preserve  our  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy,  if  we  are  to  protect  the  economic 
health  of  every  part  of  our  society. 

OPERATIONS  OF  COMMODITY  CREDIT 
CORPORATION 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
a  $14  billion  United  States  Government- 
owned  corporation  handling  billions  of 
dollars  worth  of  United  States  invest¬ 
ments.  Perhaps  no  group  anywhere,  not 
even  the  commissioners  of  our  regulatory 
agencies,  is  subject  to  as  much  pressure 
as  are  the  officers  and  other  people  in 
the  Department  who  run  this  vast  opera¬ 
tion.  Their  decisions  involve  billions  of 
dollars ;  and  each  decision  can  easily  pro¬ 
vide  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  of 
profits  to  private  interests,  and  even  de¬ 
termine  to  which  private  interests  such 
profits  would  go,  with  detriment,  many 
times,  to  other  private-interest  competi¬ 
tors.  Many  millions  of  dollars  in  losses 
to  the  Government  can  follow  decisions, 
which  are  charged  up  to  the  farm  pro¬ 
grams. 

Certainly,  the  officers  of  this  huge  Cor¬ 
poration  should  be  ever  aware  that  as 
such  officers  they  have  a  responsibility 
to  protect  the  people’s  investment  of  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  in  the  assets  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Our  hearings  indicate  that  in  recent 
years  such  responsibility,  in  numerous 
instances,  seems  to  have  been  overlooked 
to  a  considerable  degree.  Major  admin¬ 
istrative  decisions  appear  to  have  been 
made  prior  to  and  sometimes  without  a 
thorough  and  objective  opinion  from  the 
General  Counsel.  Copies  of  several  legal 
opinions,  submitted  to  the  committee, 
show  little  objectivity  as  to  the  law,  but 
appear  to  have  been  written  to  support 
or  underwrite  desires  or  even  prior  deci¬ 
sions.  In  at  least  one  instance,  such  an 
opinion  amounts  to  little  more  than  an 
expression  of  opinion  that  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  could  get  by  with  such  action  as  is 
contemplated. 

These  recommendations  are  made  be¬ 
cause  of  the  magnitude  and  importance 
of  this  Corporation  and  are  believed 
sound.  They  are  not  to  be  taken  as  a 
reflection  on  any  individual,  but  rather 
on  the  system. 

NEED  FOR  FORMAL  HEARINGS 

After  hearings  on  the  operations  of  this 
Corporation,  the  Committee  is  convinced 
that  the  Department  should  provide  for 
formal  hearings,  with  notice  given  in 
advance,  on  any  major  action  or  change 
of  policy  being  considered  by  the  officers 
of  the  Corporation.  Such  hearings 
should  be  printed  and  released  to  the 
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public,  together  with  copies  of  any  orders 
issued  and  reasons  therefor. 

For  the  protection  of  the  officers  and 
other  top  level  employees,  such  officers 
and  employees  should  be  required  to  re¬ 
port  any  contact  or  efforts  by  any  firm 
or  individual  to  influence  them ;  and 
such  report  should  be  made  a  matter  of 
public  record. 

NECESSITY  FOR  CONTINUING  THE  PRESENT 
EXPORT  SALES  PROGRAM 

The  charter  of  the  CCC  provides,  and 
has  always  provided,  for  sale  of  all  Cor¬ 
poration-owned  commodities  in  world 
trade  at  competitive  prices.  For  years 
the  Department  did  not  use  this  author¬ 
ity,  but  offered  such  commodities  at  a 
fixed  price,  which  resulted  in  holding 
an  umbrella  over  world  markets  and  a 
greatly  increased  world  production.  The 
amount  of  increase  in  foreign  production 
during  this  period  when  the  Department 
held  United  States  commodities  off 
world  markets,  as  shown  by  an  investi¬ 
gation  of  this  Committee,  is  staggering. 

At  the  instance  of  this  Committee, 
in  1954  the  Department  finally  offered 
a  limited  number  of  commodities  at  com¬ 
petitive  prices  in  world  markets,  selling 
them  for  approximately  485  million 
American  dollars.  Subsequent  to  that, 
under  urging  by  the  Committee  the  Cor¬ 
poration  finally,  in  1955,  offered  all  com¬ 
modities  held  by  it,  except  cotton,  in 
world  trade  at  competitive  prices 
through  regular  trade  channels.  This 
action  came  after  the  Committee,  in 
its  report,  had  provided  special  funds  for 
a  sales  manager  and  a  sale  program, 
pointing  out  that  the  Corporation  was 
derelict  in  having  no  real  sales  policy 
and  no  sales  manager.  The  resulting 
sales  for  dollars  reached  the  high  level 
of  $2.2  billion  for  the  fiscal  year  1955. 

In  January  1956,  under  continuing 
pressures  from  the  committee,  the  De¬ 
partment,  under  its  general  authority, 
finally  offered  1  million  bales  of  cotton 
in  world  trade  at  competitive  prices. 
Officials  expressed  the  hope  that  they 
might  sell  this  million  bales  within  6 
months.  Actually,  the  cotton  was  sold 
for  dollars  in  less  than  2  months.  There¬ 
after,  for  a  period  of  months,  Depart¬ 
ment  officials  kept  promising  to  make 
further  offerings.  Holdings  of  the  CCC, 
including  cotton  under  loan,  had  reached 
13.4  million  bales  on  December  31,  1955. 
After  three  successive  dates  on  which 
officials  of  the  Department  had  promised 
to  sell  but  failed  to  do  so,  the  Congress 
passed  the  Export  Sales  Act  of  1956,  re¬ 
quiring  the  Department  to  use  its  exist¬ 
ing  authority  to  sell  cotton  and  other 
commodities  competitively,  In  order  to 
regain  and  retain  world  markets.  In 
such  act,  Congress  directed  that  United 
States  supplies,  surplus  to  domestic  de¬ 
mand,  be  made  available  to  the  buyers  of 
the  world  on  a  competitive  basis,  as  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  charter  of  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation.  The  new  policy 
was  accepted  abroad  and,  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  committee,  gave  confidence 
to  users  of  American  commodities  that 
the  United  States  of  America  would  con¬ 
tinue  to  produce  cotton  and  other  com¬ 
modities,  and  would  make  Government 
stocks  available  in  world  markets  on  a 
competitive  basis. 


In  fiscal  year  1956,  exports  for  dollars 
totalled  $2.1  billion,  including  1,177,842 
bales  of  cotton.  In  fiscal  year  1957,  ex¬ 
ports  for  dollars  reached  a  total  of 
$2.8  billion,  including  7,764,962  bales  of 
cotton.  These  exports  for  dollars  were 
under  the  competitive  sales  program, 
always  authorized  but  not  used  until  in¬ 
sisted  upon  by  this  committee.  These 
commodities  moved  through  regular 
trade  channels. 

PROPOSED  SUBSTITUTE 

The  committee  has  been  disturbed  dur¬ 
ing  the  present  hearings  to  find  that  the 
Department  is  contemplating  the  elimi¬ 
nation  of  this  competitive  sales  program 
and  the  substitution  of  an  export  subsidy 
arrangement,  whereby  the  stocks  of  CCC, 
assets  of  the  Corporation,  would  be 
transferred  to  American  exporters  who 
exported  commodities  from  their  own 
stocks. 

From  the  testimony,  it  is  not  clear 
that  authority  exists  for  thus  disposing 
of  CCC  assets,  with  the  exception  of 
wheat,  where  the  CCC  has  additional 
authority  under  the  International  Wheat 
Agreement. 

This  action  is  being  planned,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  proven  value  of  the  com¬ 
petitive  export  sales  program,  and  not¬ 
withstanding  the  requirements  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1956. 

The  Department  urges  this  change  for 
cotton,  because  of  a  shortage  of  cotton 
for  export  needs.  Yet  the  hearings  show 
that  2  million  bales  of  CCC  cotton  here¬ 
tofore  sold  and  committed  to  the  export 
market  have  not  been  shipped  out  of  the 
country.  In  addition  the  CCC  has  on 
hand  now  more  than  1.5  million  bales 
and  holds  loans  on  more  than  3  million 
bales,  subject  to  call  by  August  1,  1958. 
This  makes  a  total  of  6.5  million  bales 
now  in  this  country  which  could  be  used 
to  meet  export  market  needs. 

These  facts  raise  questions  as  to 
whether  the  need  for  an  additional  sys¬ 
tem  for  exports  is  as  acute  as  has  been 
claimed.  The  Department  testified  that 
a  considerable  part  of  this  cotton  is  of 
inferior  grade  and  quality,  for  which 
there  is  little  demand.  It  follows,  how¬ 
ever,  if  the  Corporation  does  not  sell 
such  cotton  during  a  period  of  relatively 
short  supply,  it  is  doubtful  if  it  will  ever 
sell. 

The  committee  points  out  that,  in  or¬ 
der  to  preserve  the  full  authority  of  the 
Corporation  to  support  farm  prices,  and 
in  order  to  protect  its  capital  structure, 
the  Congress  is  now  required  to  restore 
to  such  Corporation  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  what  it  has  invested  and  what 
such  commodities  sell  for.  But  under 
the  export  subsidy,  with  payment  In  kind 
proposed,  the  Congress  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  appropriate  sums  equal  to  the 
full  amount  such  Corporation  has  in¬ 
vested  in  commodities  transferred  to 
private  firms  or  individuals. 

These  facts,  when  taken  with  the  ob¬ 
ligation  of  the  officers  of  the  Corporation 
to  protect  its  assets  and  its  capital  im¬ 
pairment,  and  thereby  hold  down  ap¬ 
propriations  from  the  Treasury,  raise 
further  doubts  as  to  the  wisdom  of  sub¬ 
stituting  this  proposal  for  the  proven 
competitive  sales  program. 


The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that 
such  a  program,  as  a  substitute,  in  no 
way  compares  with  the  soundness  of  the 
present  competitive  sales  program.  Such 
a  proposal  if  substituted  for  the  com¬ 
petitive  program,  could  do  untold  dam¬ 
age  to  the  confidence  we  have  gained 
with  the  foreign  buyers  and  users  of 
American  products  and  would  lead  them, 
once  again,  to  believe  that  there  was  no 
consistency  in  United  States  policies  on 
sales,  and  that  they  would  have  to  ex¬ 
pect  changes  from  year  to  year. 

The  committee  would  point  out  that 
other  countries  sell  what  they  produce 
and  don’t  need  at  what  the  market  will 
bring.  Under  such  program,  which  we 
have  effectively  used  in  recent  years,  the 
buyers  have  the  opportunity  to  support 
the  world  price  by  their  bids,  whereas 
under  any  export  subsidy  program  our 
Government  would  take  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  fixing  the  price.  This  would 
create  dangers  of  once  again  holding  an 
umbrella  over  world  markets.  Further, 
the  designation  of  the  differential  as  a 
subsidy  would  be  the  basis  of  a  charge  by 
our  competitors  that  we  wTere  dumping. 

The  committee  also  would  point  out 
that  any  fixing  of  an  export  subsidy, 
without  a  continuance  of  present  com¬ 
petitive  sales  from  CCC  stocks,  would 
lend  itself  to  all  kinds  of  pressures  from 
international  operators  and  domestic 
mills.  Such  a  subsidy  could  be  reduced 
to  the  point  of  creating  a  virtual  embargo 
on  exports,  or  it  could  be  increased  to 
give  a  real  bonanza  to  exporters.  In  the 
absence  of  competitive  sales  by  CCC,  it 
could  enable,  or  at  least  provide,  an  op¬ 
portunity  for  the  trade,  particularly  the 
international  firms,  to  manipulate  both 
domestic  and  world  prices,  and  could  lead 
to  an  umbrella  over  foreign  production 
and  expansion.  It  could  easily  be  to  the 
interest  of  such  international  firms  to 
raise  world  prices  by  holding  United 
States  commodities  off  world  markets, 
thereby  enabling  themselves  to  make 
profits  on  their  holdings  in  other  coun¬ 
tries,  to  the  detriment  of  American  pro¬ 
ducers. 

The  committee  would  point  out  that 
section  201  (a)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1956,  contains  the  fol¬ 
lowing  directive: 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall, 
as  rapidly  as  possible,  consistent  with  its 
existing  authority,  the  operation  of  the  price- 
support  program,  and  orderly  liquidation, 
dispose  of  all  stocks  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  held  by  it. 

That  directive  is  clear  and  the  substi¬ 
tution  of  any  program  for  competitive 
sales  which  did  less  than  that  called  for 
would  not  be  in  line  with  the  intent  of 
the  act  and  would,  therefore,  be  illegal. 

The  committee  would  point  out,  based 
on  many  years’  experience,  that  if  any 
such  program  of  export  subsidy  were 
substituted,  it  would  risk  domination  and 
control  and  limitation  of  export  sales  by 
the  State  Department,  which  frequently 
reflects  the  pressures  from  other  govern¬ 
ments. 

The  committee  is  also  of  the  opinion 
that  any  such  program  might  enable  the 
trade  to  withhold  offerings  in  world 
trade  until  they  forced  the  Department 
to  increase  such  subsidy,  paid  to  the 
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trade,  to  such  levels  as  the  trade  might 
demand.  This  would  lead  to  increased 
cost  to  the  Government  and  increased 
profits  to  certain  members  of  the  trade. 
If  such  actions  were  taken  it  would  con¬ 
stitute  an  invitation  for  expanded  for¬ 
eign  production. 

On  the  other  hand,  as  has  been  point¬ 
ed  out,  such  export  subsidy  could  be 
reduced  to  such  a  low  level  by  the  De¬ 
partment  as  to  constitute  a  virtual  em¬ 
bargo  on  exports,  thus  depriving  United 
States  producers  of  their  fair  share  of 
world  markets. 

Also,  it  is  pointed  out  that  any  such 
export  subsidy,  if  fixed  or  firm,  would 
again  constitute  an  umbrella  over  pro¬ 
duction  which  would  enable  producers  in 
foreign  countries,  numerous  Americans 
among  them,  to  hold  their  offering  prices 
just  under  the  United  States  offering 
price  and  thereby  obtain  the  sales. 

Because  of  these  weaknesses  and  other 
dangers  inherent  in  the  export  subsidy 
program,  it  becomes  even  more  essential 
that  we  retain  the  competitive  sales  pro¬ 
gram  as  protection.  In  the  opinion  of 
the  committee,  any  new  export  subsidy 
or  other  means  of  export  should  not  be 
substituted  for  the  policy  of  offering  CCC 
commodities  for  export  on  a  competitive 
bid  basis  through  regular  trade  channels. 

Whether  the  Department  should  work 
out  its  proposed  export  program  with 
payment  in  kind,  if  determined  to  be 
legal,  as  an  additional  means  to  be  used 
only  so  long  as  the  CCC  sales  program  on 
a  competitive  bid  basis  is  being  used,  has 
not  fully  been  determined  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  We  are  convinced,  however, 
that  such  a  program,  without  the  pres¬ 
ent  competitive  sales  program  by  CCC  to 
protect  against  the  dangers  inherent  in 
the  export  subsidy  payment  in  kind 
approach,  could  lead  to  disaster. 

The  committee  therefore  insists  that 
it  is  essential  for  the  protection  of  the 
assets  of  the  Corporation,  for  its  dis¬ 
charge  of  its  responsibility  under  the 
law,  and  for  the  protection  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer’s  fair  share  of  world  mar¬ 
kets,  in  order  to  give  assurance  to  for¬ 
eign  users  of  American  commodities  that 
the  United  States  of  America  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  make  its  commodities  available 
on  world  markets  at  truly  competitive 
prices,  as  authorized  and  directed  by 
law,  that  the  sales  program  on  a  com¬ 
petitive-bid  basis — with  exports  through 
normal  trade  channels — be  continued, 
whatever  additional  programs  may  be 
used  to  complement  such  program. 

In  view  of  congressional  interest  in  a 
consistent  sales  policy,  the  sales  man¬ 
ager  is  directed  to  report  monthly  to 
the  Speaker  of  the  House,  and  to  the  ap¬ 
propriate  committees  of  the  House  and 
Senate,  the  policies,  activities,  and  de¬ 
velopments,  including  all  sales  and -dis¬ 
posals,  with  regard  to  each  commodity 
which  the  Corporation  owns  or  which  it 
is  directed  to  support. 

„  RECLASSING 

In  connection  with  the  export-sales 
program  on  cotton,  the  committee  urged 
the  Department  to  sample  and  reclass 
such  cotton  prior  to  offering,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  some  of  this  cotton  had 
been  held  for  6  or  7  years.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  insisted  it  could  not  sample  and 


reclassify  this  cotton  in  advance  of 
sales.  The  records  show,  however,  that 
immediately  upon  selling  this  cotton  to 
American  firms  for  export,  many  of  them 
being  international  firms,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  did  then  reclassify  the  cotton  and 
made  rebates  in  the  sum  of  $135,677,- 
036  to  these  firms.  The  names  of  the 
larger  purchasers  appear  in  the  hearings 
on  pages  1676-1678  of  volume  3. 

According  to  information  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  many  of  these  firms  which  pur¬ 
chased  this  cotton  and  received  rebates 
by  virtue  of  a  reclassification  downward 
sold  this  cotton  in  world  markets  at 
classifications  or  grades  equivalent  to  or 
in  excess  of  the  Original  classification. 
Whether  the  same  situation  exists  with 
regard  to  other  commodities  has  not 
been  explored  by  the  committee. 

In  the  interest  of  retaining  confidence 
in  the  classing  service  of  the  Department, 
and  in  the  integrity  of  the  operations 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
any  reclassing  which  should  be  in  order 
in  the  future  should  be  made  in  advance 
of  sale  so  as  to  avoid  the  payment  of 
rebates. 

Such  a  situation  as  has  existed  raises 
serious  questions  as  to  whether  the  as¬ 
sets  of  the  Corporation  are  being  pro¬ 
tected  fully,  and  lends  itself  to  other 
serious  questions.  Any  recurernce 
should  be  prevented. 

CATALOG  NOW 

To  make  cotton  now  under  loan  and 
in  CCC  hands  available  for  export  at  the 
earliest  possible  date,  the  Department 
is  directed  to  catalogue,  prior  to  July  31, 
1958.  all  loan  cotton  now  in  its  hands. 

EXTENSION  OF  REQUIREMENT  TO  EXPORT 

Under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956, 
providing  for  substitution,  the  pur¬ 
chasers  made  bond  in  the  amount  of  30 
percent  of  the  value,  to  insure  export 
of  such  cotton  within  a  definite  period 
after  purchase.  Department  witnesses 
testified  that  consideration  was  being 
given  to  an  extension  of  time  under  such 
bond. 

In  view  of  world  needs  for  American 
cotton,  and  our  short  supply,  as  testified 
to  by  the  Department  in  supporting  its 
proposed  program  of  payment  of  an  ex¬ 
port  subsidy  in  kind,  this  extension  so 
far  as  our  hearings  are  concerned  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  of  doubtful  benefit  to  the 
Government,  though  it  might  be  of  bene¬ 
fit  to  the  trade. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  such  extension 
of  time  in  which  buyers  could  export 
might  raise  serious  questions  as  to 
whether  future  commitments  and  bonds 
would  mean  anything.  It  is  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  belief  that,  should  such  exten¬ 
sion  be  granted,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  should  demand  a  premium 
per  bale,  or  a  fair  share  of  any  profits 
made,  or  some  other  proper  considera¬ 
tion  for  such  extension,  if  the  integrity 
of  the  competitive  sales  program  is  to 
be  retained. 

ADDITIONAL  FACILITIES 

A  number  of  specific  proposals  for  the 
establishment  of  new  facilities  to  meet 
the  needs  of  various  parts  of  the  country 
were  brought  to  the  committee’s  atten¬ 
tion  by  Members  of  Congress  and  others. 
Attention  is  directed  to  part  5  of  this 
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year’s  hearings  for  further  details  on 
each  proposal. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  many 
of  these  proposals  would  make  a  valu¬ 
able  contribution  to  the  work  of  the  De¬ 
partment  and  those  cooperating  in  its 
programs.  If  it  were  possible  to  do  so, 
the  committee  would  recommend  funds 
in  this  bill  for  many  of  these  facilities. 
Budgetary  restrictions,  and  the  fact  that 
the  regular  operating  expenses  of  the 
Department  have  increased  from  $796 
million  in  fiscal  year  1952  to  $1,729  mil¬ 
lion  in  fiscal  year  1958,  has  limited  what 
the  committee  feels  it  can  recommend 
in  this  bill.  , 

Also,  a  number  of  instances  of  inade¬ 
quate  housing  and  examples  of  inade¬ 
quate  facilities  for  agricultural  activities 
which  have  been  centralized  have  been 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  committee. 
One  such  example  is  at  Amarillo,  Tex. 

In  view  of  present  Federal  efforts  to 
embark  upon  an  expanded  program  of 
public  works,  it  may  be  desirable  to  un¬ 
dertake  some  of  these  projects.  The 
secretary  is  urged  to  review  these  various 
proposals  for  possible  presentation  to 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Con¬ 
gress.  In  the  opinion  of  the  members 
of  the  committee,  the  priority  of  such 
projects  is  as  high,  or  even  higher,  than 
many  of  those  now  being  undertaken. 

It  is  pointed  out,  too,  that  the  De¬ 
partment  has  authority  to  move  funds 
from  finished  projects  to  new  work  and 
to  transfer  up  to  7  percent  among  appro¬ 
priations.  It  is  possible  that  the  more 
urgent  of  these  needs  can  be  met 
through  this  means,  within  funds  pres¬ 
ently  available. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Research:  The  committee  recom¬ 
mends  $58,444,890  for  1959,  a  decrease 
of  $2,300,000  in  the  budget  estimate  and 
an  increase  of  $650,000  over  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  current  fiscal  year.  In 
view  of  the  elimination  of  certain  non¬ 
recurring  items  provided  in  the  1958  ap¬ 
propriations,  however,  the  actual  in¬ 
crease  is  $2,300,000,  all  of  which  is  pro¬ 
vided  to  expand  research  on  utilization 
of  agricultural  commodities. 

Since  1952  the  research  funds  for  the 
Department  under  this  appropriation 
have  been  increased  over  77  percent. 
This  rapid  increase  has  created  problems 
in  securing  well-trained  scientists  and 
expanding  facilities  on  an  efficient  and 
orderly  basis.  In  order  to  assure  the 
maximum  results  from  the  research  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Department,  during  the 
next  year,  the  Committee  has  held  the 
increase  for  utilization  research  to  a  rea¬ 
sonable  level,  consistent  with  the  ability 
to  recruit  trained  personnel  and  expand 
facilities  on  a  sound  basis.  It  does  not 
question  the  need  for  the  utilization  re¬ 
search  programs  conducted  by  the  De¬ 
partment  and  it  recognizes  the  many 
valuable  contributions  which  have  been 
made  by  such  programs.  Its  action  is 
based  on  the  need  to  be  sine  that  they 
are  expanded  on  a  sound  and  efficient 
basis. 

It  would  appear  to  be  unsound  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  utilization  research  on  new 
crops  until  the  value  of  the  end  product 
is  known.  The  Committee  approves  re¬ 
search  on  the  value  of  linleic  acid. 
However,  expanded  work  on  safflower  oil 
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to  produce  linoleic  acid  does  not  seem 
warranted  until  a  determination  has 
been  made  as  to  the  value  of  such  an 
acid.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  members 
of  the  Committee  that  research  in  new 
sources  of  oils  would  only  aggravate  the 
surplus  situation  facing  the  many  do¬ 
mestic  oils  now  in  use. 

The  1959  budget  proposed  an  increase 
of  over  $10  million  for  utilization  re¬ 
search,  $4,600,000  by  direct  appropri¬ 
ation,  $805,000  by  transfer  of  funds  from 
various  production  research  activities, 
and  approximately  $5  million  through 
the  use  of  Public  Law  480  funds  for  util¬ 
ization  research  in  foreign  countries. 
The  Committee  is  in  agreement  with  the 
use  of  foreign  currencies  for  utilization 
research  abroad.  In  addition  it  has  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  amount  recommended  for 
this  appropriation  an  increase,  of  $2,- 
300,000  for  utilization  research.  This 
will  make  available  a  total  of  over  $20 
million  for  utilization  research  during 
the  coming  year,  including  the  proposed 
use  of  Public  Law  480  funds.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  $2  million  is  available  for  utilization 
research  by  the  Forest  Service. 

The  committee  action  provides  for  re¬ 
storing  the  funds  to  the  various  produc¬ 
tion  research  programs  proposed  to  be 
curtailed  to  expand  utilization  research. 
It  is  believed  unsound  to  eliminate  these 
activities,  in  view  of  the  valuable  contri¬ 
butions  they  have  made  through  the 
year,  not  only  to  those  engaged  in  agri¬ 
culture,  but  also  to  the  people  of  the 
entire  country.  It  is  generally  agreed 
that  the  economic  stress  now  being  ex¬ 
perienced  by  agricultural  producers 
throughout  the  country  would  be  con¬ 
siderably  worse  had  it  not  been  for  the 
increased  efficiency  in  production  which 
has  resulted  from  this  type  of  research. 
The  committee  believes  fully  in  the  value 
of  utilization  research.  It  believes,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  additional  funds  in  this 
bill,  together  with  those  proposed  to  be 
spent  from  Public  Law  480  sources,  will 
provide  adequate  expansion  in  utilization 
research  in  the  coming  year,  without  the 
additional  transfer  proposed  in  the  1959 
budget. 

Many  urgent  production  research 
problems  not  included  in  the  1959  budget 
have  been  brought  to  the  committee’s 
attention.  One  example  is  the  serious 
threat  from  the  hoja  blanca  or  white 
leaf  disease  of  rice.  Another  is  the  need 
for  more  study  on  the  cold  hardiness 
problems  facing  fruitgrowers  in  Florida, 
Texas,  and  California.  Various  other 
examples  are  contained  in  part  5  of  the 
committee  hearings. 

The  Department  is  requested  to  give 
these  matters  special  attention.  To  the 
extent  that  those  that  are  meritorious 
cannot  be  carried  on  within  funds  now 
available,  the  Department  should  con¬ 
sider  the  possibility  of  placing  them  in 
the  1960  budget.  Further,  the  commit¬ 
tee  feels  that,  from  funds  now  available, 
the  Department  should  staff  the  new 
Weslaco,  Tex.,  laboratory  when  it  is 
ready  for  operation. 

Research  on  the  eradication  of  the 
corn  borer  and  other  corn  insects  also 
needs  to  be  increased.  The  Department 
is  requested  to  study  this  matter  and 
submit  a  special  report  to  Congress  next 


year  as  to  future  action  needed  to  meet 
this  problem. 

Within  the  funds  provided,  the  De¬ 
partment  should  utilize  $50,000  for  ex¬ 
panded  field  crops  research  on  rusts  and 
breeding  problems  affecting  rice  and 
wheat  production,  and  $12,500  for  addi¬ 
tional  research  on  pear  decline.  It  has 
been  pointed  out  that  the  pear  industry 
itself  has  made  available  funds  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $55,000  in  the  search 
for  a  cure. 

An  excellent  presentation  was  made  to 
the  committee  requesting  more  adequate 
attention  to  the  boll  weevil  problems  in 
the  South.  It  is  estimated  that,  during 
the  15-year  period  from  1940  to  1954,  the 
boll  weevil  destroyed  cotton  and  cotton¬ 
seed  valued  at  $2,257  billion.  It  is  fur¬ 
ther  estimated  that  over  $75  million  is 
spent  by  farmers  each  year  for  boll  weevil 
poison  applied  in  the  fields.  The  com¬ 
mittee  agrees  that  further  efforts  to 
solve  this  problem  should  be  made  as 
rapidly  as  possible.  The  Secretary  is 
urged  to  review  this  matter  and  recom¬ 
mend  during  his  next  appearance  before 
this  committee  concrete  proposals  for 
meeting  this  problem.  For  this  purpose, 
an  additional  amount  of  $25,000  should 
be  allocated,  from  funds  available  for 
the  coming  year. 

The  committee  is  well  satisfied  with 
progress  being  made  in  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  soil  and  water  research 
facilities  authorized  last  year.  Numer¬ 
ous  requests  have  been  made  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  attention  to  this  need  in  other 
geographical  areas.  The  committee 
therefore  recommends  to  the  Secretary 
that  study  be  given  to  the  needs  for 
similar  laboratories  in  Kentucky,  in  the 
Oklahoma-Texas  area,  in  the  area  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  and  in  other  areas  of 
the  country,  with  a  .view  to  considera¬ 
tion  of  such  needs  in  connection  with 
next  year’s  budget. 

Language  has  been  included  in  the  bill 
to  enable  the  Department  to  replace 
buildings  at  the  Plum  Island  Research 
Laboratory  in  the  event  of  damage  from 
a  serious  storm.  Due  to  the  location  of 
this  facility,  such  standby  authority  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  needed.  The  committee  re¬ 
quests,  however,  that  it  be  notified  by 
the  Department  of  any  proposed  use  of 
this  authority. 

During  the  past  recess  of  Congress, 
the  committee’s  investigative  staff  made 
a  thorough  study  of  the  proposals  of  the 
President’s  Commission  on  Increased  In¬ 
dustrial  Use  of  Agricultural  Products. 
A  few  of  the  more  pertinent  findings  are 
quoted  below.  The  full  investigation  re¬ 
port  has  been  printed  in  part  I  of  this 
year’s  hearings. 

1.  Mr.  J.  Leroy  Welsh,  Chairman  of  the 
Commission,  advised  that  the  Commission 
only  made  a  limited  inquiry  into  the  areas 
mentioned  in  the  committee’s  directive. 
Mr.  Welsh  stated  that  the  Commission  did 
not  have  sufficient  time  or  personnel  to  per¬ 
form  the  research  necessary  to  gather  data 
relative  to  loss  of  markets  for  agricultural 
raw  material,  funds  presently  being  spent 
in  research,  potential  consumption  of  agri¬ 
cultural  raw  material  for  industrial  use,  or 
the  transfer  fi-om  one  farm  commodity  to 
another.  He  stated  that  any  statements 
made  in  the  final  report  in  these  areas  could 
be  considered  as  a  general  estimate  based 


tipon  information  furnished  by  USDA  or  on 
information  known  to  some  individual  on  a 
task  group  who  is  familiar  with  the  indus¬ 
try.  Mr.  Welsh  advised  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  in  the  short  time  available,  was  inter¬ 
ested  in  gathering  all  of  the  potential  out¬ 
lets  for  farm  commodities  in  industrial  use 
and  then  establish  some  means  whereby  a 
program  utilizing  agricultural  raw  materials 
could  be  carried  out. 

2.  Mr.  Welsh  advised  that  he  instructed 
the  task  groups  to  put  down  on  paper  any 
project  for  research  that  they  could  think 
of,  even  if  it  resembled  a  dream.  Dr.  Hil¬ 
bert  stated  that  USDA  furnished  a  list  of 
projects  that  they  are  working  on  or  have 
planned  for  the  future.  From  these  lists  the 
Commission  in  an  executive  session  selected 
the  projects  for  inclusion  in  the  final  report. 

3.  Mr.  Welsh  advised  that  the  Commission 
did  not  make  a  specific  study  into  the  loss  of 
markets  for  agricultural  products  to  syn¬ 
thetics.  The  estimates  used  in  the  report 
were  obtained  from  economists  of  USDA  and 
from  the  familiarity  of  the  markets  known  to 
individuals  from  industry  who  were  on  the 
task  groupe.  He  stated  that  these  estimates 
have  been  used  from  time  to  time  in  various 
publications  and  have  been  generally  ac¬ 
cepted  as  facts.  The  USDA  does  maintain 
statistics  relating  to  markets  for  agricultural 
products  and  these  statistics  clearly  reflect  a 
declining  market  for  such  products  by  in¬ 
dustry. 

4.  The  Commission  proposed  that  funds 
for  industrial-uses  research  be  increased  to 
not  less  than  3  times  the  amounts  currently 
($10,145,000)  available;  and  that  additional 
sums  provided  for  new  crops  research,  trial 
commercialization,  development,  and  in¬ 
centives. 

5.  The  Commission  furnished  19  examples 
of  projects  for  which  commercial  develop¬ 
ment  should  be  supported.  It  would  ap¬ 
pear  that  these  projects  are  beyond  the  basic 
research  stage  at  the  regional  industrial 
utilization  laboratories  of  USDA  and  are 
ready  for  pilot-plant  operation,  market  in¬ 
vestigation  and  test,  and  economic  study. 

6.  The  group  did  concern  itself  with  the 
production  of  butyl  alcohol  and  other  sol¬ 
vents.  Corn  and  other  grains  were  origi¬ 
nally  used  for  this  fermentation,  but  gave 
way  to  molasses  which  was  available  at  a 
much  lower  equivalent  price  than  corn. 
Since  molasses  has  climbed  in  price  because 
of  its  increased  use  in  feed  the  principal 
competition  now  is  petroleum  sources.  The 
group  estimated  that  if  corn  were  used,  giv¬ 
ing  full  credit  for  all  the  byproducts,  the 
price  of  corn  would  have  to  be  at  least  no 
more  than  one-half  the  present  quoted  price 
delivered  to  offer  sufficient  incentive  for  its 
use. 

7.  The  task  group  stated  that  the  syn¬ 
thetic-rubber  industry  is  firmly  based  on 
economical  butadiene  produced  directly  from 
petroleum  raw  materials.  This  process  is 
well  established,  and  costs  are  very  low. 
The  raw  material  is  abundant  and  the  price 
is  stable.  As  a  result,  under  present  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  the  growth  potential  for 
industrial  alcohol  for  this  outlet  does  not 
exist.  It  is  only  under  conditions  of  heavy 
subsidy  that  butadiene  can  be  produced 
from  industrial  alcohol. 

8.  The  final  report  of  the  Commission  re¬ 
ported  that  industrial  alcohol  as  a  blend 
with  gasoline  for  motor  fuel  on  a  national 
basis  is  not  practicable  because — 

(1)  No  blend  of  less  than  10  percent  would 
be  practical  or  effective. 

(2)  A  10-percent  blend  of  industrial  alco¬ 
hol  would  require  in  excess  of  2  billion 
bushels  annually,  which  is  more  than  the 
current  surpluses  of  cereal  grains. 

(3)  Plant  capacity  for  processing  this 
quantity  of  grain  would  cost  in  the  neigh¬ 
borhood  of  $2  billion  and  would  have  to  be 
built  with  Government  funds. 
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(4)  The  total  cost  to  the  public  through 
the  increase  in  the  price  of  motor  fuel 
would  be  in  excess  of  $1  billion  annually. 

In  view  of  these  facts,  the  present  state 
of  scientific  knowledge,  and  costs  involved, 
the  Commission  found  it  impracticable  to 
recommend  an  alcohol  motor-fuel  program. 

9.  The  report  further  stated  that  careful 
study  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the  possi¬ 
bilities  are  extremely  limited  in  developing 
truly  new  uses  for  cotton,  desirable  as  it 
would  be.  The  best  potentials  for  expand¬ 
ing  cotton  consumption  are  in  increasing 
the  total  market  for  textiles  and  in  increas¬ 
ing  cotton’s  share  of  the  total.  The  factors 
that  must  be  considered  are  price,  quality, 
and  promotional  effort. 

10.  Dr.  G.  E.  Hilbert,  Research  Director  for 
the  Commission,  and  Assistant  Administra¬ 
tor  of  the  Utilization  Research  and  Develop¬ 
ment  Branch,  Agricultural  Research  Service, 
USDA,  advised  that  the  Commission’s  report 
did  not  recommend  any  new  projects  which 
have  not  been  known  to  the  USDA.  He  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  men  who  worked  on  the  task 
groups  were  selected  because  of  their  fa¬ 
miliarity  with  a  particular  commodity  and 
the  particular  projects  recommended  for  re¬ 
search  investigation  for  each  commodity  are 
well  known  to  people  in  industry,  science, 
and  the  USDA.  He  further  advised  that 
projects  mentioned  in  the  Commission’s  re¬ 
port  are  projects  which  the  regional  labora¬ 
tories  have  conducted  limited  research  on 
or  will  conduct  research  on  in  the  future 
when  funds  and  personnel  are  available. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  best 
way  to  increase  the  use  of  agricultural 
products  would  be  for  the  President’s 
Commission  to  review  research  work  now 
underway  and  recommend  changes 
which  would  strengthen  the  existing  re¬ 
search  programs  of  the  Department.  In 
the  opinion  of  the  committee,  the  most 
effective  way  to  increase  the  use  of  ag¬ 
ricultural  products  is  to  gradually  ex¬ 
pand  the  utilization  research  programs 
of  the  Department  on  a  sound  and  ef¬ 
ficient  basis.  It  believes  that  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  an  additional  research  agency 
would  inevitably  result  in  duplication  of 
effort.  It  further  believes  that  a  sudden 
threefold  expansion  of  the  program 
would  create  a  great  deal  of  waste  and 
confusion. 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest 
control:  A  total  of  $41,732,000  is  pro¬ 
posed  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $400,000  in  the  budget  estimate 
and  an  increase  of  $11,650,000  over  the 
1958  appropriation.  The  amount  rec¬ 
ommended  includes  an  additional  $39,- 
300  to  determine  compliance  with  laws 
related  to  contamination  of  food  from 
insecticides,  $75,000  to  take  over  foreign 
plant  quarantine  work  in  Florida,  $75,- 
000  to  meet  the  increased  volume  of  bag¬ 
gage  to  be  inspected  at  ports  of  entry, 
and  an  additionl  $600,000  for  screw- 
worm  eradication. 

The  bill  also  includes  a  total  of  $15 
million  for  the  eradication  of  brucellosis. 
In  recent  years,  the  program  for  eradi¬ 
cation  of  brucellosis  has  been  financed 
from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
funds  on  a  reimbursable  basis,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954. 
It  is  proposed  in  this  bill  to  adopt  the 
budget  recommendation  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  be  financed  by  direct  appropria¬ 
tion  in  the  future. 

The  committee  believes  this  trend 
away  from  the  use  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  funds  to  finance  various 


programs  not  related  to  the  price  sup¬ 
port  activities,  for  which  purpose  the 
Corporation  was  created,  is  good  and 
should  be  encouraged.  It  is  understood 
that,  should  present  laws  authorizing  the 
financing  of  the  brucellosis  eradication 
program  from  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  funds  be  extended,  the  author¬ 
ity  of  that  law  would  be  used  only  to 
the  extent  necessary  to  supplement 
funds  provided  in  this  appropriation. 

Meat  inspection:  The  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  the  sum  of  $24,326,000  for 
1959  for  the  regular  meat  inspection 
service  and  the  new  mandatory  poultry 
inspection  program  authorized  last  year. 
Of  this  amount,  not  to  exceed  $17,826,- 
000  should  be  used  to  meet  the  regular 
meat  inspection  workload.  This,  in  ef¬ 
fect,  provides  $1  million  more  for  this 
work  than  in  fiscal  year  1958,  if  needed. 
At  the  same  time,  there  should  be  ade¬ 
quate  funds  to  meet  the  full  poultry  in¬ 
spection  workload  as  required  by  the 
new  law. 

In  the  interest  of  a  more  effective 
meat  inspection  service,  and  in  view  of 
the  increased  efficiency  which  should 
result  from  consolidation  of  similar  ac¬ 
tivities,  the  committee  recommends  the 
consolidation  of  the  regular  meat  in¬ 
spection  service  with  the  new  inspection 
service  for  poultry  and  poultry  prod¬ 
ucts.  While  separation  of  these  activi¬ 
ties  may  have  been  advisable  when  one 
inspection  service  was  on  a  mandatory 
basis  and  the  other  on  a  purely  volun¬ 
tary  basis,  now  that  they  are  both  man¬ 
datory  the  committee  feels  that  they 
should  not  be  duplicate  operations.  The 
merging  of  the  two  services  should  re¬ 
sult  in  greater  efficiency  and  in  addi¬ 
tional  flexibility. 

State  experiment  stations:  An  appro¬ 
priation  of  $30,353,708  is  recommended 
for  grants  to  State  experiment  stations. 
In  addition,  $250,000  is  provided  for 
penalty  mail  costs.  The  amounts  rec¬ 
ommended  are  the  full  budget  estimates 
and  are  the  same  as  those  provided  for 
the  fiscal  year  1958. 

Since  1952,  appropriations  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  have  increased  over  140  percent. 
In  view  of  the' continuing  needs  of  agri¬ 
cultural  producers  for  information  about 
better  seeds,  fertilizers,  insecticides,  and 
growing  practices,  to  offset  falling  farm 
prices  and  increased  production  costs, 
the  committee  recommends  continuation 
of  the  present  level  of  appropriations 
for  this  purpose. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska 
and  Puerto  Rico:  The  full  budget  esti¬ 
mate  of  $50,715,000  is  included  in  the  bill 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  same 
amounts  as  provided  for  the  fiscal  year 
1958. 

There  has  been  a  large  increase  in  the 
size  of  this  appropriation  since  1952, 
nearly  80  percent.  The  committee  feels, 
however,  that  this  level  of  expenditure 
should  be  continued  in  the  coming  fiscal 
year  in  order  to  assure  adequate  assist¬ 
ance  to  farmers  who  need  help  to  meet 
their  serious  problems  resulting  from  re¬ 
duced  farm  income. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension 
agents:  The  budget  estimate  of  $5,479,- 
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375  is  recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year,  an  increase  of  $219,375  over  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  fiscal  year  1958.  The 
amount  recommended  will  cover  the  full 
retirement  fund  contributions  required 
for  cooperative  extension  agents  during 
the  coming  year. 

Penalty  mail:  The  committee  recom¬ 
mends  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $1,868,- 
480  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  State  ex¬ 
tension  directors  and  county  extension 
agents  during  the  fiscal  year  1959,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  law.  The  decrease  of  $295,- 
520  results  from  a  revised  procedure  for 
determining  mailing  costs,  which  has 
been  developed  concurrently  by  the  Post 
Office  Department  and  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  The  full 
budget  estimate  of  $2,096,540  is  proposed 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year  for  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Extension  Service,  which  provides 
the  leadership,  counsel,  and  assistance  to 
the  extension  services  in  48  States,  Ha¬ 
waii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico.  This  is 
the  same  amount  as  was  provided  for  the 
fiscal  year  1958. 

FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $578,000  is 
recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
This  is  the  same  amount  as  was  appro¬ 
priated  for  fiscal  year  1958.  The  com¬ 
mittee  was  more  fully  satisfied  with  the 
presentation  made  in  support  of  the  1959 
budget  estimates  than  with  presentations 
made  at  hearings  in  prior  years. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Conservation  operations:  The  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  the  sum  of  $74,780,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  1959,  an  increase 
of  $2,500,000  in  the  budget  estimate  ahd 
an  increase  of  $2,235,000  over  amounts 
provided  for  fiscal  year  1958. 

Testimony  before  the  committee  indi¬ 
cates  that  40  new  districts  will  be  formed 
during  the  current  fiscal  year  and  an 
estimated  30  additional  districts  will 
come  into  existence  during  the  fiscal 
year  1959.  No  additional  funds  were 
included  in  the  1959  budget  estimate  to 
permit  the  assignment  of  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  technicians  to  the  new  districts  as 
formed.  It  was  pointed  out  by  Depart¬ 
ment  officials  that  the  only  means  of 
meeting  the  needs  of  the  new  districts 
is  to  transfer  technicians  from  existing 
districts,  thereby  spreading  existing 
personnel  thinner  and  increasing  their 
workload. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  basic  law 
guarantees  the  services  of  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  technicians  to  all  districts,  new  as 
well  as  existing  districts,  the  committee 
feels  that  some  expansion  in  funds  and 
personnel  is  warranted  each  year  as  new 
districts  come  into  the  program.  Fur¬ 
ther,  in  view  of  the  increased  amounts 
requested  by  the  President  for  the  water¬ 
shed  protection  and  flood-prevention 
program,  in  line  with  the  proposal  to 
increase  public  works  expenditures  gen¬ 
erally,  it  is  essential  that  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  be  staffed  with  ade¬ 
quate  well-trained  technicians. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  has  in¬ 
creased  this  appropriation  by  $2,500,000 
to  assure  sufficient  technicians  to  staff 
existing  districts  properly  and  provide 
technical  assistance  to  new  districts  as 
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they  are  established.  Also,  the  addi¬ 
tional  funds  are  provided  for  adequate 
technicians  to  advise  and  assist  in  the 
planning  and  construction  work  on  the 
11  major  watersheds  authorized  in  1944, 
which  are  still  only  about  24  percent 
completed,  and  on  the  small  upstream 
watershed  projects  under  the  pilot  pro¬ 
gram  and  Public  Law  566,  83d  Congress. 

Watershed  protection:  The  original 
budget  requested  the  sum  of  $14  million 
for  the  fiscal  year  1959  for  this  program, 
a  reduction  of  $11,500,000  below  funds 
provided  for  fiscal  year  1958.  House 
Document  No.  351,  transmitted  by  the 
President  on  March  12,  1958,  increased 
the  budget  estimate  to  $24  million.  The 
committee  recommends  $25,500,000  for 
the  coming  year,  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  for  fiscal  year  1958. 

The  original  budget  estimate  of  $14 
million  provided  funds  to  initiate  60  new 
watershed  projects  during  the  next  fiscal 
year,  as  well  as  to  continue  work  on  exist¬ 
ing  projects.  The  additional  funds  re¬ 
quested  in  House  Document  No.  351  will 
authorize  an  additional  48  watershed 
projects  in  1959.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  bill  will  provide  for  con- 
|  tinuation  of  work  on  the  100  watershed 
projects  now  underway  and  will  permit 
the  initiation  of  108  new  projects. 

Flood  prevention:  The  original  budget 
estimate  proposed  $13,220,000  for  flood 
prevention  during  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
A  supplemental  estimate  transmitted  to 
Congress  in  House  Document  No.  351  on 
March  12,  1958,  increased  the  amount 
for  the  fiscal  year  1959  to  a  total  of  $18 
million. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $18  million 
has  been  allowed  in  the  accompanying 
bill.  The  additional  $4,780,000  will  per¬ 
mit  the  acceleration  of  work  now  in 
progress  on  the  1 1  authorized  watersheds 
financed  by  this  appropriation. 

The  committee  feels  strongly  that 
every  possible  effort  must  be  made  to 
speed  up  the  work  on  these  projects. 
It  was  contemplated  when  this  program 
was  established  in  1944  that  the  work 
on  these  watersheds  would  be  completed 
in  about  15  years.  A  special  study  of 
I  this  program  during  the  past  recess  of 
Congress  indicates  that  the  average  rate 
of  completion  as  of  last  June  30  was  only 
23.8  percent.  This  study  shows  further 
that,  at  the  present  rate  of  progress,  it 
will  take  another  20  to  25  years  to  com¬ 
plete  some  of  these  projects. 

Evidence  before  the  committee  indi¬ 
cates  that  considerable  savings  have 
resulted  from  the  work  already  com¬ 
pleted  under  this  program.  A  study  of 
flood  damage  in  treated  and  untreated 
areas  in  Texas  and  other  parts  of  the 
country  shows  conclusively  the  value  of 
this  work.  In  the  opinion  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  the  taxpayer 
cannot  afford  to  further  delay  it  com¬ 
pletion. 

During  the  hearings,  the  extent  to 
which  the  Department  should  transfer 
funds  among  the  various  projects  was 
discussed.  The  committee  agrees  that 
some  latitude  is  needed  to  expedite  the 
work.  It  feels,  however,  that  Congress 
should  be  kept  currently  advised  of  pro¬ 
posed  shifts  of  funds  from  one  project 


to  another  in  view  of  the  importance  of 
each  of  these  projects. 

Water  conservation  and  utilization 
projects:  The  full  budget  estimate  of 
$335,000  is  recommended  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year,  a  decrease  of  $15,000  in  the 
budget  estimate. 

Nineteen  water  conservation  and  utili¬ 
zation  projects  were  originally  author¬ 
ized  under  this  prografn.  Six  of  these 
projects  have  been  discontinued  due  to 
inflationary  land  prices  and  other 
changes.  Twelve  projects  have  been 
fully  completed.  The  only  remaining 
project,  located  at  Eden  Valley,  Wyo., 
is  scheduled  for  completion  in  the  fiscal 
year  1962.  The  small  reduction  pro¬ 
posed  is  made  possible  by  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  certain  phases  of  the  work  on 
this  one  remaining  project. 

Great  Plains  conservation  program: 
The  accompanying  bill  includes  the  full 
budget  estimate  of  $10  million  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  the  same 
amount  as  was  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  year  1958. 

This  is  a  voluntary  program  which 
supplements  other  conservation  pro¬ 
grams  and  activities  in  designated  wind 
e^psion  counties  of  the  10  Great  Plains 
States.  Cost-sharing  contracts  extend 
from  3  to  10  years  and  include  a  plan 
of  operation  for  the  farm  or  ranch  and 
a  time  schedule  for  installing  eligible 
conservation  practices.  All  contracts 
must  terminate  by  December  31,  1971. 
The  cost-sharing  rates  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  run  up  to  80  percent  of  the  average 
cost  of  installing  each  eligible  practice. 

This  is  a  new  program  which  was 
authorized  last  year  for  the  first  time. 
It  is  getting  under  way  gradually  and 
is  expected  to  be  in  full  operation  by 
fiscal  year  1959.  While  the  committee 
feels  that  eventually  it  should  be  made 
a  part  of  the  regular  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program,  it  has  taken  no  ac¬ 
tion  to  consolidate  such  programs  at  this 
time. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  the  fiscal  year  1959,  an  appropri¬ 
ation  of  $235  million  is  recommended. 
It  is  expected  that  this  amount  will  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  funds  to  meet  all  commit¬ 
ments  made  to  participants  under  the 
1958  program  authorization  of  $250  mil¬ 
lion.  The  reduction  results  from  savings 
which  will  not  cause  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  fail  to  meet  its  commitments 
under  the  advance  program  authoriza¬ 
tion  made  last  year. 

The  President’s  budget  proposed  to  re¬ 
duce  the  advance  1959  program  authori¬ 
zation  from  the  $250  million  level  which 
has  been  in  effect  since  1955  to  $125 
million  for  the  coming  year.  This  is  the 
third  time  that  the  budget  has  recom¬ 
mended  a  decrease  below  $250  million 
since  1953. 

The  Committee  has  restored  the  full 
$250  million  program  for  1959.  Testi¬ 
mony  from  dirt  farmers,  as  well  as  from 
farm  organizations  and  others,  demon¬ 
strates  fully  the  importance  of  this 
program  to  the  agricultural  producers  of 
the  Nation,  especially  in  these  times  of 
serious  economic  stress  in  agriculture. 
This  testimony,  which  is  included  in 
part  5  of  this  year’s  hearings,  deserves 
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the  attention  of  all  who  are  interested 
in  agriculture. 

A  study  of  the  effect  on  the  natural 
resources  of  this  country  in  recent  years 
from  droughts,  floods,  and  other  natural 
disasters  provides  convincing  evidence  of 
the  real  value  of  this  program  to  the 
Nation  as  a  whole.  The  significant  sav¬ 
ings  to  our  land  which  have  resulted 
from  the  work  done  provide  a  solid  justi¬ 
fication  for  continuation  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  at  the  present  level.  The  trans¬ 
formation  of  many  sections  of  the  coun¬ 
try  from  barren  and  badly  eroded  fields 
to  fertile  and  attractive  areas  also  can 
be  attributed  to  the  incentives  offered 
by  this  program.  In  view  of  the  tre¬ 
mendous  sums  spent  in  restoring  dam¬ 
age  caused  by  natural  disasters  in  many 
areas  of  the  country  in  recent  years,  it 
is  apparent  to  the  committee  that  it  is 
less  costly  to  the  Nation  to  prevent  the 
loss  of  soil  and  water  through  this  pro¬ 
gram,  than  to  restore  the  damage  after 
it  has  happened.  Further,  that  top  soil 
which  flows  down  our  streams  and 
rivers  every  day  of  the  year  is  lost  for¬ 
ever  to  future  generations. 

Testimony  presented  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  indicates  that  over  1*4  million 
farmers  participate  in  the  agricultural 
conservation  program,  whereas  less  than 
100,000  farmers  are  participating  in  the 
conservation  resei've  program.  It  is  also 
significant  to  note  that  the  participants 
in  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  put  up  about  50  percent  of  the 
funds  expended,  plus  their  labor,  while 
under  the  conservation  reserve  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  provides  up  to  80  per¬ 
cent  of  the  funds  expended  on  the  land. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  last  year  the 
committee  combined  all  soil  and  water 
conservation  appropriations  into  a  single 
item  to  provide  more  administrative 
flexibility  and  encourage  eventual  con¬ 
solidation  of  the  various  conservation 
programs  of  the  Department  into  a 
single  effort.  The  committee  has  not 
combined  the  funds  for  these  items  in 
the  bill  for  fiscal  year  1959  because  of 
some  of  the  technical  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  various  programs.  It  still  be¬ 
lieves,  however,  that  eventual  consolida¬ 
tion  of  the  agricultural  conservation 
program,  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,  and  the  great  plains  program  is 
desirable.  It  is  believed  that  changes  in 
the  agricultural  conservation  program 
to  allow  more  flexibility  in  the  Federal 
share  of  cost-sharing  practices  and  to 
permit  contracts  for  a  longer  period 
than  1  year  would  make  such  a  consoli¬ 
dation  possible.  The  committee  strong¬ 
ly  urges  the  Secretary  to  study  this  mat¬ 
ter  between  now  and  next  January  with 
the  view  to  presenting  the  1960  budget 
on  this  basis. 

In  the  conference  report  on  the  1958 
appropriation  bill,  the  conferees  directed 
that  no  changes  be  made  in  the  1958 
agricultural  conservation  program  to 
restrict  eligibility  requirements  or  delete 
cost-sharing  practices  included  in  the 
1957  program.  This  action  was  taken 
in  view  of  information  received  by  the 
conferees  that  some  change  in  program 
was  contemplated.  The  committee  has 
been  assured  by  responsible  officials  of 
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the  Department  that  this  directive  was 
followed,  and  evidence  presented  to  the 
committee  indicates  that  no  changes 
were  made  in  the  1958  program. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  1959  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  continued  on  the  same 
basis  as  the  1957  and  1958  programs. 
It  is  convinced  that  a  program  which 
has  been  accepted  by  over  llA  million 
farmers,  where  there  has  been  discre¬ 
tion  at  the  local  level  to  select  those 
practices  of  the  most  benefit  to  each  lo¬ 
cality,  should  not  be  changed.  It  be¬ 
lieves  that  this  method  of  operation  pro¬ 
vides  the  freedom  from  domination  by 
Washington  which  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  advocates. 

The  committee  also  wants  to  commend 
the  county  committee  system,  where  lo¬ 
cally  elected  officials  control  local  oper¬ 
ations.  This  democratic  procedure  is 
probably  the  most  effective  means  that 
can  be  devised  of  getting  conscientious 
and  effective  participation  at  the  local 
level.  Generally  speaking,  those  who 
earn  all  or  a  portion  of  their  living  by 
tilling  the  soil  are  the  best  qualified  to 
determine  the  conservation  practices 
needed  in  each  locality,  see  that  they 
are  applied  in  the  most  effective  manner, 
and  assure  that  the  American  people  get 
the  greatest  possible  amount  of  conser¬ 
vation  for  the  tax  dollar  spent  through 
this  program. 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 

Marketing  research  and  service:  A  to¬ 
tal  of  $28,192,000  is  proposed  for  1959. 
This  amount  includes  $14,095,000  for 
marketing  research  and  agricultural 
estimates  and  $14,097,000  for  marketing 
services.  The  amount  recommended  for 
marketing  research  and  agricultural  es¬ 
timates  is  the  budget  estimate.  It  is  also 
the  amount  which  will  be  spent  in  1958, 
due  to  a  saving  of  $21,700  made  in  1958. 

As  stated  early  in  the  report,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  transferred  $7  million  re¬ 
quested  for  poultry  inspection  to  the  meat 
inspection  appropriation  under  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service.  It  is  be¬ 
lieved  that  this  is  an  economy  move  and 
will  help  meet  the  ever  increasing  de¬ 
mands  on  the  meat-inspection  service. 

The  funds  provided  for  marketing 
services  include  an  additional  $40,000  to 
strengthen  the  enforcement  of  the  Grain 
Standards  Act  and  $125,000  to  provide 
more  effective  administration  of  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act.  A  better 
job  needs  to  be  done  in  both  these  fields, 
and  some  additional  funds  appear  to  be 
necessary. 

During  the  past  recess  of  Congress,  the 
committee  made  a  special  inquiry  into 
the  administration  of  milk  marketing 
agreements  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  This  study  resulted  from  nu¬ 
merous  complaints  concerning  the  pro¬ 
cedures  followed  in  establishing  and 
expanding  milk  marketing  areas.  The 
report  on  this  study  raises  some  basic 
questions  concerning  the  regulations 
issued,  the  failure  to  notify  all  interested 
parties  when  hearings  are  held,  the  rights 
of  an  individual  member  of  a  cooperative 
to  cast  his  own  ballot,  and  the  protection 
of  a  producer  not  in  an  area  covered  by 
a  marketing  agreement.  The  committee 
has  been  informed  that  the  Department 


is  giving  this  matter  careful  study  to 
make  certain  that  proper  regulations  are 
issued  and  the  fairest  possible  procedures 
are  followed.  The  committee  recognizes 
that  some  inequities  are  bound  to  develop 
in  the  handling  of  these  marketing 
agreements.  However,  it  requests  the 
Department  to  continue  its  review  of  this 
program. 

Testimony  before  the  committee  indi¬ 
cates  that  significant  improvements  are 
being  made  in  equipment  for  cleaning, 
bleaching,  and  other  operations  of  the 
textile  industry,  which  change  the  rela¬ 
tive  values  in  use  of  various  cottons.  In 
view  of  this  development,  it  is  believed 
that  a  change  in  the  cotton  classing 
standards  of  the  Department  might  be 
in  order.  Therefore,  the  committee  re¬ 
quests  that  the  Department  conduct  a 
special  study  during  the  next  year  on  this 
subject  and  be  prepared  to  make  recom¬ 
mendations  at  the  next  session  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

The  committee  is  pleased  to  note  the 
studies  which  have  been  made  concern¬ 
ing  the  establishment  of  premiums  for 
lean  or  meat-type  hogs  in  the  meatpack¬ 
ing  industry,  as  proposed  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  report  last  year.  The  Department  is 
urged  to  give  this  problem  further  study 
with  a  view  to  developing  proposals  for 
a  shift  by  the  meatpacking  industry 
toward  a  proper  grading  of  pork.  Such 
a  change  would  benefit  everyone  con¬ 
cerned:  the  consumer,  the  meatpacker, 
and  the  producer.  It  would  create  a 
greater  demand  for  pork  in  this  country. 
It  would  also  enable  the  United  States  to 
again  compete  in  world  markets  for  pork 
and  pork  products;  and  it  should  help  re¬ 
lieve  the  surplus  of  fats,  now  dependent 
largely  upon  Public  Law  480  sales. 

Payments  to  States,  Territories,  and 
possessions:  The  full  budget  estimate  of 
$1,160,000  is  recommended  for  the  com¬ 
ing  fiscal  year,  the  same  amount  as  was. 
appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  1958.' 
Payments  under  this  appropriation  are 
made  on  a  matched-fund  basis  to  State 
and  Territorial  marketing  agencies  for 
programs  designed  to  get  into  practical 
use  improved  methods  and  practices  in 
the  marketing  of  farm  products. 

While  there  is  some  evidence  to  indi¬ 
cate  that  State  funds  available  for 
matching  purposes  will  exceed  the 
amount  recommended  for  this  purpose  in 
the  accompanying  bill,  the  committee 
does  not  feel  that  it  can  recommend  ex¬ 
ceeding  the  budget  request  for  this 
program. 

School-lunch  program:  The  commit¬ 
tee  recommends  the  full  budget  estimate 
of  $100  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1959, 
a  continuation  of  the  appropriation  au¬ 
thorized  for  the  fiscal  years  1957  and 
1958. 

In  addition,  the  committee  has  in¬ 
cluded  language  in  the  bill  to  transfer 
$55  million  from  section  32  funds  to 
section  6  of  the  school-lunch  program  to 
assure  a  more  adequate  supply  of  foods 
for  school  lunches.  In  the  use  of  these 
additional  funds,  attention  should  be 
given  to  the  purposes  intended  by  the 
legislation  establishing  the  section  32 
program,  that  is,  the  purchase  of  tem¬ 
porary  surpluses  which  may  have  a  de¬ 
pressing  effect  on  the  market. 
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This  program  continues  to  grow  each 
year.  The  number  of  schools  partici¬ 
pating,  the  number  of  schoolchildren 
receiving  lunches,  and  the  number  of 
meals  served  in  1957  were  at  an  alltime 
high.  Further  expansion  is  expected 
during  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

It  is  significant  to  note  that  the  aver¬ 
age  cash  reimbursement  per  meal  from 
Federal  funds  has  decreased  from  nearly 
9  cents  in  1947  to  an  estimated  4.3  cents 
in  1958.  Based  on  the  amount  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  budget,  it  would  drop  be¬ 
low  4  cents  per  meal  next  year.  When 
it  is  realized  that  the  reimbursement  for 
a  half  pint  of  milk  under  the  special 
milk  program  is  4  cents,  it  seems  unreal¬ 
istic  to  allow  the  Federal  reimbursement 
to  drop  to  less  than  4  cents  for  a  full- 
course  type  A  meal. 

Many  individuals  and  organizations 
associated  with  this  program  have  ur¬ 
gently  requested  additional  appropria¬ 
tions  during  the  coming  fiscal  year,  with 
proposals  running  from  $130  million  to 
as  high  as  $200  million.  There  is  con¬ 
siderable  justification  for  these  proposals 
in  view  of  the  increasing  numbers  of 
children  participating  in  the  program 
and  the  increased  prices  of  food. 

The  use  of  section  32  commodities  has 
been  encouraged  in  the  past  because  of 
the  need  for  such  commodities  in  the 
school  lunch  program  and  because  of 
the  importance  of  action  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  purchase  small  quantities  of 
temporary  surpluses  to  prevent  market 
drops.  In  the  past  few  years,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  disappointed  by  the  fail¬ 
ure  of  the  Department  to  use  this  fund 
for  the  purposes  for  which  intended. 

In  fiscal  year  1957  approximately  $132 
million  of  donated  commodities  were 
used  in  the  school-lunch  program.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  current  fiscal  year,  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  this  will  decrease  to  $76.4 
million,  a  reduction  of  over  $55  million. 
Department  officials  indicate  that,  in  the 
absence  of  the  transfer  proposed  by  the 
committee,  the  quantity  of  donated  food 
would  remain  the  same  in  1959.  The 
committee  has  made  this  transfer  of  sec¬ 
tion  32  funds  in  order  to  maintain  the 
level  of  commodities  available  at  not  less 
than  the  $132  million  level  in  1959. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  committee  at 
least  part  of  the  reduction  has  resulted 
from  a  failure  of  the  Secretary  to  move 
in  promptly  with  section  32  funds  and 
support  the  price  levels  of  various  com¬ 
modities.  A  review  of  the  testimony  on 
this  point  will  clearly  indicate  the  re¬ 
luctance  of  the  Department  to  use  sec¬ 
tion  32  funds  for  the  purposes  intended 
when  the  program  was  established.  It 
will  further  reveal  the  strong  criticism 
which  this  committee  has  directed  toward 
the  Department  for  this  failure  to  act  to 
bolster  markets  for  such  commodities. 

The  committee  has  also  been  con¬ 
cerned  by  the  fact  that  some  of  the 
commodities  which  have  been  urgently 
needed  by  the  school-lunch  program  due 
to  expanding  school  enrollments  have 
been  sold  to  foreign  countries  for  foreign 
currencies  under  Public  Law  480.  While 
this  practice  is  authorized  by  law,  it  feels 
that  failure  to  make  these  foods  avail¬ 
able  to  the  schoolchildren  of  America  is 
a  serious  mistake. 
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The  committee  feels  very  strongly  that 
everything  possible  must  be  done  to 
encourage  the  use  of  section  32  funds  to 
support  prices  of  perishable  products. 
It  also  feels  that  section  32  must  be  util¬ 
ized  as  fully  as  possible  to  provide  sup¬ 
port  for  the  school-lunch  program.  This 
is  especially  necessary  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  it  has  not  been  possible  for  Federal 
appropriations  to  keep  pace  with  the 
growth  in  the  number  of  schoolchildren 
participating  in  the  program  and  the 
rise  in  food  costs. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

The  committee  recommends  the  full 
budget  estimate  of  $4,002,300  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  the  same 
amount  as  was  appropriated  for  the  fiscal 
year  1958. 

This  Service  has  done  an  excellent  job 
in  recent  years.  It  has  established  an 
effective  agricultural  attache  service, 
with  particular  attention  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  expanded  foreign  markets  for 
American  agricultural  products.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  under  separate  funds  established 
by  this  committee  several  years  ago,  it 
has  developed  a  more  effective  program 
for  obtaining  statistics  and  information 
on  foreign  agricultural  production  and 
competitive  sales  in  world  markets  and 
has  made  such  information  available  to 
those  who  need  it. 

The  committee  has  reason  to  believe, 
however,  that  in  the  conduct  of  its  ac¬ 
tivities  under  Public  Law  480,  too  little 
attention  is  being  given  to  competitive 
sales  for  dollars.  There  is  evidence  that 
Public  Law  480  disposals  are  frequently 
given  preference  over  competitive  sales. 
In  this  connection,  the  committee  wishes 
to  repeat  that  the  only  sound  way  to  re¬ 
gain  and  retain  foreign  markets  is 
through  competitive  sales.  As  has  been 
pointed  out  by  the  committee  many 
times,  the  charter  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has  always  provided 
for  sales  in  world  markets  on  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis.  The  probable  cause  for 
continued  stressing  of  dispositions  under 
Public  Law  480  is  the  lack  of  a  consistent 
policy  by  the  Department  in  favor  of 
competitive  sales. 

The  committee  strongly  supports  the 
activities  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service.  It  believes,  however,  that  its 
principal  reason  for  existence  is  to  stim¬ 
ulate  the  export  of  United  States  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  through  competi¬ 
tive  sales  for  dollars.  While  there  may 
be  some  justification  for  the  sale  of 
United  States  agricultural  commodities 
for  foreign  currencies,  in  view  of  the 
present  large  holdings  of  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation,  the  long-range 
program  of  this  Service  should  be  di¬ 
rected  toward  a  program  of  exports 
through  normal  channels  on  a  truly 
competitive  basis. 

The  hearings  developed  that  within 
the  past  year,  due  to  lack  of  funds,  there 
has  been  a  reduction  in  numbers  of 
agricultural  attaches  and  assistants,  re¬ 
sulting  in  failure  to  staff  some  important 
foreign  posts  where  attaches  should  be 
placed,  mainly  for  market-development 
purposes.  The  committee  has,  as  pre¬ 
viously,  given  sympathetic  consideration 
to  providing  needed  funds  for  this  very 
valuable  organization.  It  is  proposed, 


therefore,  that  the  Department  continue 
to  expand  as  needed  its  market-develop¬ 
ment  activities  from  Public  Law  480  for¬ 
eign  currencies,  as  authorized  under  sec¬ 
tions  104  (a)  and  (f)  of  that  act,  in 
order  to  support  a  more  adequate  at¬ 
tache  organization.  Reports  of  the  use 
of  such  funds  were  made  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  will  be  expected  annually 
hereafter. 

The  Department  is  to  be  commended 
for  including  in  Public  Law  480  agree¬ 
ments,  a  “convertibility  clause”  whereby 
dollars  are  made  available  by  conversion 
of  local  currencies,  for  use  in  market  de¬ 
velopment  and  for  other  purposes  in 
countries  other  than  those  from  which 
the  local  currencies  are  derived.  Exten¬ 
sion  and  broadening  the  scope  of  such 
clauses  to  facilitate  the  use  more  general¬ 
ly  of  local  currencies  for  market  develop¬ 
ment  and  similar  purposes  would  appear 
to  be  very  desirable,  and  consistent  with 
the  purposes  of  Public  Law  480. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY  I 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $832,000  is 
recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
This  is  the  same  amount  as  was  provided 
for  the  fiscal  year  1958.  No  significant 
changes  in  program  or  workload  have 
taken  place  during  the  past  year,  nor  are 
any  projected  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

SOIL  BANK  PROGRAMS 

Conservation  reserve:  An  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $250  million  is  recommended  to 
cover  expenditures  under  this  program 
during  fiscal  year  1959.  This  will  pro¬ 
vide  $64  million  to  meet  payments  due 
under  1956-57  contracts,  $146  million  to 
meet  commitments  under  1958  contracts, 
$23  million  for  payments  on  1959  con¬ 
tracts,  and  $17  million  for  transfers, 
operating  expenses,  and  production  of 
forest  tree  seedlings. 

The  budget  included  $242.9  million  for 
payments  against  1958  contracts.  As  of 
March  1, 1958,  only  $47.9  million  worth  of 
contracts  were  signed,  and  the  signup 
period  closes  on  April  15.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  estimates,  therefore,  the  signups 
will  total  only  $146  million  for  the  year. 
Accordingly,  it  has  reduced  the  funds 
for  this  purpose  by  $100  million. 

The  Congress  is  obligated,  however, 
to  honor  1958  contracts  up  to  the  full 
authorizatibn  in  the  1958  appropria¬ 
tion  act.  Should  commitments  exceed 
the  amount  provided  in  this  bill,  addi¬ 
tional  funds  will  have  to  be  made  avail¬ 
able  at  a  later  date. 

For  the  1959  crop  year,  the  committee 
has  included  a  program  authorization 
of  $300  million.  This  should  allow  ade¬ 
quate  funds  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
program  on  a  sound  basis  for  the  next 
fiscal  year. 

Under  this  program  some  $200  million 
was  spent  during  fiscal  years  1957  and 
1958,  with  another  $250  million  provided 
in  this  bill  for  next  year.  If  the  full  $450 
million  were  provided  each  year  and,  if 
15-year  contracts  were  entered  into,  as 
authorized  by  the  Soil  Bank,  it  is  con¬ 
ceivable  that  this  program  could  commit 
the  Congress  to  the  appropriation  of 
some  $5  or  $6  billion  before  finally  liqui¬ 
dated.  This  is  as  much  as  the  cost  of  the 
price-suport  program  since  its  inception 
in  1932. 


Since  the  Secretary  now  says  that  con¬ 
trol  of  production  by  reduction  of  acre¬ 
age  will  not  work  and  has  recommended 
ending  the  acreage-reserve  program, 
serious  questions  are  raised  as  to  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  conservation  reserve  on 
the  present  basis.  Even  if  production 
controls  were  desirable  there  is  some 
room  to  doubt  as  to  whether  this  ap¬ 
proach  .  would  bring  about  the  desired 
results. 

From  eyidence  before  the  committee,  it 
appears  that  most  of  the  land  placed  in 
this  program  is  marginal  land  which  has 
never  been  productive.  A  special  survey 
made  last  fall  by  the  committee,  which 
was  printed  in  part  1  of  this  year’s  hear¬ 
ings,  shows  that  the  heaviest  participa¬ 
tion  has  been  in  limited  areas  of  the 
country.  It  shows  further  that  10  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  acreage  in  the  1957  pro¬ 
gram  was  in  14  counties  of  the  Great 
Plains  area  which  were  dropped  from  the 
crop-insurance  program  several  years 
ago  due  to  extremely  heavy  losses. 

Further,  evidence  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  raises  questions  as  to  the  value  of  the 
program  as  a  conservation  program.  A 
total  of  less  than  100,000  people  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  1957  program,  as  compared 
to  1  y4  million  participants  in  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program.  Also,  the 
Federal  payment  for  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  under  the  conservation  reserve, 
where  the  Government  also  pays  annual 
rental  on  the  land,  is  much  higher  than 
for  ACP — up  to  80  percent  for  some 
practices. 

The  investigation  report  referred  to 
earlier  also  indicates  that,  in  some  areas, 
the  rent  paid  under  this  program  by  the 
Government  will  reimburse  the  partici¬ 
pant  for  the  full  value  of  the  land  in 
about  3  years.  Numerous  examples  are 
cited,  also,  of  the  division  of  land  among 
families,  relatives  and  others  for  the 
purpose  of  getting  around  the  limitation 
of  $5,000  on  the  amount  which  may  be 
paid  any  one  participant.  In  one  case 
the  payments  ran  as  high  as  $48,920. 

In  order  to  put  this  program  on  a 
more  sound  basis,  and  in  order  to  keep 
it  in  line  with  other  conservation  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department,  the  commit¬ 
tee  .  has  included  language  in  the  bill 
which  will  limit  the  rate  of  payment  in 
any  one  year  to  20  percent  of  the  value 
of  the  land  and  will  prohibit  payments 
to  participants  who  illegally  divide  their 
land  to  increase  their  payments.  The 
proposed  language  will  also  make  the 
Federal  share  of  payments  for  conserva¬ 
tion  practices  comparable  to  rates 
established  for  the  agricultural  conser¬ 
vation  program. 

The  committee  also  directs  that  50 
percent  of  the  funds  transferred  from 
this  appropriation  to  the  Office  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Counsel  shall  be  used  for  the 
specific  purpose  of  checking  contracts  to 
determine  legality  in  cases  where  ac¬ 
tions  may  have  been  taken  to  evade 
limitations  in  the  act  or  administrative 
regulations,  or  where  there  may  have 
been  misrepresentation  in  fixing  rates  or 
other  contract  terms. 

It  appears  that  the  operating  costs  for 
this  program  are  too  high,  as  compared 
to  other  conservation  programs  of  the 
Department.  In  1957,  $18  million  was 
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spent  to  administer  some  90,000  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  contracts.  This  is  75 
percent  as  much  as  the  amount  used  to 
administer  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  with  1 V4  million  participants. 

Acreage  reserve  program:  An  appro¬ 
priation  of  $330  million,  the  full  budget 
estimate,  is  included  in  the  bill  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year  to  pay  off  contracts 
signed  under  the  1958  crop  year  pro¬ 
gram.  In  view  of  the  unexpectedly 
heavy  signups  for  the  1958  program,  it 
may  be  necessary  to  supplement  these 
funds  at  a  later  date.  As  proposed  in 
the  Budget  by  the  President  and  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  no  authority  is 
provided  for  a  1959  program. 

This  acreage  reserve  program  cost  ap¬ 
proximately  $525  million  in  fiscal  year 

1957  and  will  cost  another  $600  million 
in  fiscal  year  1958.  When  taken  with 
the  conservation  reserve,  the  cost  of  the 
two  programs  for  fiscal  years  1957  and 

1958  is  $1.3  billion.  This  is  more  than 
the  cost  of  the  price-support  program 
for  the  past  15  years  of  its  existence. 

COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE 

Acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas:  An  appropriation  of  $39,715,000 
is  included  in  the  bill  for  the  fiscal  year 
1959.  This  is  the  full  amount  of  the 
budget  estimate  and  is  a  reduction  of  $1 
million  below  funds  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1958. 

The  decrease  of  $1  million  is  made 
possible  by  improved  methods  of  opera¬ 
tion  at  the  county  office  level.  Also,  it  is 
expected  that  the  workload  of  the  ASC 
county  offices  in  administering  acreage 
allotments  and  marketing  quotas  will 
decrease  as  additional  acreages  of  crop¬ 
land  are  placed  under  the  conservation 
reserve  program. 

Sugar  Act  program:  The  committee 
recommends  the  sum  of  $71  million  for 
1959,  an  increase  of  $3,337,500  over  the 
1958  appropriation  and  a  decrease  of  $5 
million  in  the  budget  estimate.  Esti¬ 
mates  submitted  to  the  committee  indi¬ 
cate  that  sugar  production  from  1958 
crops  will  exceed  1957  crops.  Additional 
funds  are  needed  to  cover  increased  pay¬ 
ments  to  producers  in  line  with  the  in¬ 
creased  production.  Also,  a  portion  of 
the  increase  is  required  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  a  small  part  of  the  1957  crop 
which  could  not  be  made  from  funds 
available  for  1958. 

federal  crop  insurance  corporation 

The  committee  recommends  the  full 
budget  estimate  of  $6,376,700  for  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  program  in  1959.  This 
is  the  same  amount  as  was  authorized 
for  fiscal  year  1958. 

In  accordance  with  the  established 
policy  of  limited  operations  on  an  ex¬ 
perimental  basis,  the  1958  crop  insurance 
program  will  operate  in  818  counties.  No 
net  increase  in  counties  is  planned  for 
1959.  However,  insurance  on  additional 
crops  will  be  offered  in  some  of  the  818 
counties  where  insurance  is  already 
available.  It  is  estimated  that  380,000 
crops  will  be  insured  in  1959  as  compared 
to  365,000  crops  insured  during  fiscal 
year  1958. 

Although  losses  were  heavy  in  a  few 
areas  in  1957,  latest  reports  indicate  that 
income  will  exceed  indemnity  payments 
by  about  $5.7  million.  Generally,  the 


principal  causes  of  loss  in  1957  were 
drought,  plant  disease,  excessive  mois¬ 
ture,  and  freezing.  In  view  of  rather 
heavy  losses  during  the  several  previous 
years  due  to  floods  and  drought,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  the 
reported  net  profit  for  1957  is  especially 
encouraging.  This  is  particularly  true, 
since  it  seems  preferable  to  continue  this 
program  as  a  means  of  meeting  agricul¬ 
tural  disasters,  where  the  producers  par¬ 
ticipate,  rather  than  to  appropriate  large 
sums  of  Federal  money  in  the  form  of 
disaster  relief. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Loan  authorization:  The  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1959  proposed  $150  million  for 
rural  electrification  loans* and  $56  million 
for  rural  telephone  loans.  From  in¬ 
formation  supporting  that  budget  it 
might  be  presumed  that  those  estimates 
represent  the  loan  requirements  for  these 
purposes  for  a  full  year.  Testimony  de¬ 
veloped  during  the  hearings,  however, 
discloses  that  the  sums  requested  are 
approximately  one-half  the  amounts 
necessary  to  cover  loan  needs  for  the  full 
fiscal  year. 

The  loan  fund  estimates  submitted  to 
Congress  in  the  regular  budget  in  Janu¬ 
ary  were  based  on  the  assumption  that 
Congress  would  enact  into  law  proposed 
legislation  which  provides  that  the  local 
REA  cooperatives  will  obtain  a  portion 
of  their  loan  funds  in  the  future  by  bor¬ 
rowing  from  private  sources.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  provisions  of  this  bill,  recommended 
by  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  but  not  yet  officially  intro¬ 
duced  by  any  Member  of  Congress,  ap¬ 
pear  in  the  hearings  on  pages  1847-1848 
of  part  3. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that,  under  the  terms 
of  this  proposed  legislation,  the  oper¬ 
ating  costs  of  the  REA  cooperatives 
would  be  increased  through  a  substantial 
increase  in  interest  rates.  Further,  the 
legislation  would  increase  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  liability  to  the  private  lenders 
and  would  make  it  possible  for  the  first 
lien,  which  the  Government  now  has  on 
the  approximately  $3.6  billion  in  assets 
of  the  REA  cooperatives,  to  be  sur¬ 
rendered  to  purchasers  of  the  debentures 
or  bonds  issued  by  the  REA.  This  could 
lead  to  the  taking  over  of  this  great  pro¬ 
gram  by  foreclosure  by  the  purchasers  of 
the  bonds  or  debentures  and  could  result 
in  the  complete  loss  of  these  valuable 
assets  to  the  Federal  Government. 

The  committee  wishes  to  go  on  record 
at  this  point  as  strongly  opposing  any 
such  proposed  change  in  the  law.  It 
can  see  no  possible  benefits  to  the  REA 
cooperatives  and  it  can  foresee  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  enormous  losses  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  if  such  legislation  were  adopted. 
It  is  to  be  noted  that  so  far  no  one 
has  introduced  such  proposed  legislation 
in  the  Congress. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that 
the  REA  program  as  it  now  exists  is 
sound.  It  has  extended  electric  service 
to  rural  America  to  the  point  where  95 
percent  of  all  rural  residents  are  now 
served.  It  has  furnished  electric  pow¬ 
er  for  agricultural  purposes  at  a  cost 
which  agricultural  producers  can  afford. 
Furthermore,  it  has  set  an  enviable  re¬ 
payment  record,  in  that  the  rate  of  re- 
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payment  on  loans  made  to  date,  includ¬ 
ing  interest,  exceeds  100  percent  of  ma¬ 
turities  due. 

The  committee  can  understand  why 
there  are  some  in  this  country  who  would 
like  to  take  over  the  first  lien  on  the 
properties  of  this  large  and  successful 
operation.  It  feels,  however,  that  the 
interests  of  the  taxpayers  must  be  pro¬ 
tected  against  such  possibility,  since  the 
taxpayers’  money  has  been  used  to  es¬ 
tablish  this  program  and  build  it  up  to 
its  present  level  of  operation. 

In  order  to  assure  that  adequate  loan 
funds  are  available  during  the  coming 
fiscal  year,  the  committee  is  recommend¬ 
ing  $300  million-for  electrification  loans 
and  $60  million  for  telephone  loans.  In 
addition,  it  has  provided  a  contingency 
fund  of  $25  million  for  each  program,  if 
needed.  Based  on  the  best  estimates 
available  from  REA  sources,  these 
amounts  appear  to  be  sufficient  to  cover 
a  full  year’s  needs.  If  applications  ex¬ 
ceed  present  estimates,  however,  the 
committee  will  consider  the  need  for 
additional  funds  at  a  later  date. 

The  committee  does  not  feel  that  its 
recommendations  for  this  purpose  for 
the  coming  year  should  be  based  on  the 
remote  possibility  that  the  proposed 
legislation  which  provides  for  financing 
through  private  sources  will  be  enacted 
into  law.  It  feels  that  sufficient  loan 
funds  should  be  made  available  by  the 
Congress  in  this  bill  to  cover  all  loan 
applications  which  will  be  approved  by 
the  REA  during  the  next  fiscal  year. 
Since  these  loan  funds  will  be  repayed 
in  full,  plus  interest,  to  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States,  and  since  no  funds 
are  drawn  from  the  Treasury  until  loan 
applications  are  approved,  regardless  of 
the  size  of  authorizations  provided  by 
Congress,  there  is  no  sound  reason  for 
not  providing  sufficient  loan  authoriza¬ 
tions  to  meet  all  foreseeable  needs.  It 
is  pointed  out  again  that  these  loan 
funds  are  secured  by  a  first  lien  on  the 
lines  and  equipment  of  the  REA  coopera¬ 
tives. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  for  the  REA  program, 
the  committee  recommends  the  budget 
estimate  of  $9,019,000,  a  decrease  of 
$11,950  below  the  appropriation  for  the 
fiscal  year  1958.  Of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  1958,  $11,950  was  placed  in 
reserve  and  will  not  be  used  during  the 
current  year.  Therefore,  the  amount 
proposed  for  1959  will  cover  the  same  ad¬ 
ministrative  costs  as  were  required  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  1958. 

FARMERS’  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

Loan  authorizations:  For  the  lending 
programs  of  this  agency,  the  committee 
recommends  a  total  of  $209,500,000  for 
the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  includes 
$24  million  for  farm  ownership  loans, 
$180  million  for  farm  operation — pro¬ 
duction  and  subsistence — loans,  and 
$5*4  million  for  soil  and  water  conser¬ 
vation  loans.  The  total  amount  recom¬ 
mended  is  $34%  million  more  than  com¬ 
bined  estimate  of  $175  million  included 
in  the  1959  budget.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  for  each  program  is  the  same  as 
was  provided  for  the  fiscal  year  1958  for 
these  programs.  In  addition,  a  con¬ 
tingency  fund  of  $20  million  is  provided 
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for  production  and  subsistence  loans,  if 
needed. 

The  1959  budget  proposed  to  consoli¬ 
date  the  loan  funds  for  all  these  pro¬ 
grams  into  onfamount  and  reduce  the 
total  to  $175  million.  The  committee  has 
not  approved  the  budget  recommenda¬ 
tion  on  this  matter.  It  feels  that  the 
past  practice  of  authorizing  a  specific 
amount  for  each  program  should  be 
continued. 

If  the  Department  feels  that  some  lati¬ 
tude  is  needed  to  transfer  funds  from 
one  category  to  another,  the  committee 
is  willing  to  consider  such  proposal. 
However,  it  cannot  go  along  with  the 
proposal  which  wbuld  make  it  possible 
for  the  full  amount  of  the  combined  au¬ 
thorization  to  be  used  for  one  program 
at  the  expense  of  the  others.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  under  the  1959  budget  proposal, 
the  Department  could  spend  the  entire 
$175  million  requested  for  1  type  of 
loan  program.  The  entire  amount  could 
be  used  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
loans  for  which  a  maximum  of  $5V£  mil¬ 
lion  has  been  provided  heretofore. 

The  committee  was  also  surprised  to 
note  that  the  budget  proposed  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  $175  million  for  all  loan  pro¬ 
grams  of  this  agency.  During  the  past 
few  years,  $180  million  has  been  spent 
on  1  of  the  programs  alone,  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  subsistence  loans.  It  will 
be  recalled  that  even  this  amount  has 
been  inadequate  for  production  and  sub¬ 
sistence  loans  in  recent  years.  Many 
areas  of  the  country  have  run  out  of 
loan  funds  for  this  purpose  early  in  the 
spring  of  each  year. 

Attention  is  directed  to  the  fact  that 
this  program  has  reached  the  point ' 
where  annual  collections  will  soon  equal 
the  amount  of  loans  made  each  year. 
In  fiscal  year  1957,  collections  of  princi¬ 
pal  and  interest  totaled  $183.6  million 
as  compared  with  $231.9  million  ad¬ 
vanced  for  such  loans.  In  1958,  collec¬ 
tions  are  estimated  to  total  $214.3.  mil¬ 
lion  as  compared  to  loans  of  $209.5  mil¬ 
lion.  In  fiscal  year  1959,  collections  are 
estimated  at  $227.1  million  as  compared 
to  a  proposed  loan  authorization  of 
$209.5  million. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  in  previous 
years,  the'  repayment  record  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  very  good.  The  repayment  of 
principal  plus  interest  frequently  ex¬ 
ceeds  amounts  due,  with  some  borrow¬ 
ers  repaying  in  advance  of  the  repay¬ 
ment  rate  required.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  these  loans  are  generally  made  to 
those  who  cannot  secure  credit  else¬ 
where,  the  committee  feels  that  this  is 
an  excellent  record  which  fully  supports 
the  provision  of  adequate  loan  funds  to 
meet  the  needs  of  this  Agency’s  borrow¬ 
ers. 

In  granting  funds  for  farm  ownership 
loans,  the  committee  believes  it  to  be 
highly  desirable  that  the  most  cautious 
discretion  be  used  to  prevent  placing  a 
debt  burden  upon  borrowers.  The  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  so-called  price-cost 
squeeze  coupled  with  high  land  values 
has  affected  ability  of  some  borrowers  to 
repay  loans.  The  Farmers’  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  has  a  dual  obligation  of 
advising  the  borrower  and  giving  Gov¬ 
ernment  direction  concerning  his  farm 
management  problems  and  creating  a 


national  atmosphere  conducive  to  sound 
land  investment. 

The  committee  is  disappointed  at  the 
refusal  of  the  officials  of  this  Agency  to 
to  more  fully  use  their  authority  to  meet 
credit  needs  in  disaster  areas.  Heavy 
losses  due  to  drought,  floods  and  weather 
continue  to  plague  agricultural  sections 
of  the  country. 

Due  to  heavy  rains  during  the  har¬ 
vesting  season  last  year,  much  of  the 
cotton  production  of  the  southeastern 
part  of  the  country  was  lost.  This  has 
created  a  serious  economic  situation  in 
that  area.  Since  many  of  these  farmers 
have  no  other  possible  source  of  credit 
or  relief  it  is  imperative  that  the  De¬ 
partment  step  in  and  meet  their  needs. 
Past  experience  in  similar  situations 
demonstrates  that  these  people  can  be 
relied  upon  to  meet  their  obligations  and 
repay  these  disaster  loans  on  a  reason¬ 
able  basis. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  The  committee 
recommends  the  full  budget  estimate  of 
$29,089,500  for  the  coming  fiscal  year, 
the  same  amount  as  was  appropriated 
for  the  fiscal  year  1958.  It  is  expected 
that  the  loan  activities  of  the  agency 
will  remain  about  the  same  in  1959  as 
during  the  current  year. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

The  1958  appropriation,  $2,943,000,  is 
again  recommended  for  this  Office  for 
the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $100,000  in  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that 
in  recent  years  this  Office  has  failed  a 
number  of  times  to  render  objective 
opinions  on  legal  questions.  This  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  based  on  determinations  by 
departmental  officials  prior  to  a  request 
for  formal  legal  opinions,  with  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Counsel  being  asked  subsequent 
thereto  to  render  formal  opinions  to  sup¬ 
port  determinations  made  or  actions 
already  taken.  This  has  led  this  Office 
to  be  used  largely  to  bolster  administra¬ 
tive  policies  and  decisions.  An  illustra¬ 
tion  of  this  is  the  position  taken  by  the 
General  Counsel  with  respect  to  develop¬ 
ments  under  the  1958  acreage  reserve 
program.  Despite  language  in  the  Soil 
Bank  Act  which  provides  that  “the  limits 
within  which  each  farm  may  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  acreage  reserve  program 
shall  be  established  in  such  manner  as 
the  Secretary  determines  is  reasonably 
calculated  to  achieve  the  national  re¬ 
serve  acreage  goal  and  give  producers 
a  fair  and  equitable  opportunity  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  acreage  reserve  program, 
taking  into  consideration  their  acreage 
allotments  or  farm  base  acreages,  which¬ 
ever  may  be  applicable,  the  supply  and 
demand  conditions  for  different  classes, 
grades,  and  qualities  of  the  commodity, 
and  such  other  factors  as  he  deems  Ap¬ 
propriate,’’  the  General  Counsel  held 
officially  that  farmers  who  went  to  the 
place  designated  for  the  signup,  within 
the  time  specified  by  the  Department, 
could  be  denied  their  right  “to  partici¬ 
pate  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis’’  by 
the  Secretary  surrendering  his  responsi¬ 
bility  to  various  State  committees.  While 
this  decision  may  have  served  to  sup¬ 
port  the  Department’s  refusal  to  scale 
back  rates  offered  or  limit  acreage  with¬ 
in  the  $500  million  program  announced 
last  year,  it  appears  erroneous  to  a  ma¬ 


jority  of  the  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee.  This  decision  led  directly  to  spend¬ 
ing  $250  million  additional  in  the  acreage 
reserve  program  above  that  authorized 
by  Congress  last  year. 

The  committee  and  the  Congress  were 
required  to  protect  the  rights  of  such 
farmers  under  the  law,  after  the  Depart¬ 
ment  refused  to  take  any  action,  by  in¬ 
cluding  an  additional  authorization  in 
the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation 
Act  of  1958.  Such  emergency  action 
would  not  have  been  necessary,  however, 
if  an  objective  opinion  had  been  ren¬ 
dered  in  this  case  by  the  general  coun¬ 
sel.  The  committee  has  also  taken  ex¬ 
ception  in  recent  years  to  several  other 
important  decisions  rendered  by  the 
general  counsel  on  the  basis  that  they 
were  not  objective,  but  rather  sought  to 
serve  the  purposes  of  the  officials  re¬ 
questing  the  decisions. 

The  committep  has  not  approved  the 
$100,000  increase  recommended  in  the 
budget  in  the  belief  that  there  should  be 
a  change  in  the  basic  concept  of  the 
duties  of  the  general  counsel  before  fur¬ 
ther  expansion  is  approved. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETART 

The  committee  recommends  $2,668,- 
895  for  fiscal  year  1959,  an  increase  of 
$8,235  in  the  budget  and  an  increase 
over  the  amount  appropriated  for  the 
current  fiscal  year.  This  increase  is  a 
transfer  from  the  Office  of  Information 
and  is  provided  to  cover  the  preparation 
and  distribution  in  this  office  of  speeches 
by  the  Secretary,  the  Under  Secretary, 
and  the  various  assistant  secretaries, 
work  heretofore  performed  by  the  Office 
of  Information.  The  committee  believes 
that  all  funds  and  personnel  used  for 
preparation  and  handling  of  speeches 
of  these  top  officials  should  be  located  in 
the  immediate  office  of  the  Secretary. 

During  the  past  recess  of  Congress, 
the  committee  conducted  a  study  of  the 
activities  of  the  Office  of  Information  in 
connection  with  the  preparation  and 
distribution  of  speeches  by  the  Secretary 
and  his  immediate  assistants.  Based  on 
this  study  it  is  estimated  that  a  total 
of  $41,179  has  been  spent  to  prepare  and 
distribute  the  Secretary’s  speeches  since 
January  1953.  This  averages  about 
$8,235  per  year. 

The  committee  questions  the  use  of 
funds  and  personnel  of  the  Office  of  In¬ 
formation  for  speech  writing  and  distri¬ 
bution.  Many  times  such  speeches  are 
of  a  political  nature,  frequently  they  con¬ 
tain  only  a  portion  of  the  story  and  pre¬ 
sent  only  limited  factual  information, 
and  are  detrimental  to  maintaining  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  Office  of  Information. 

Language  has  been  included  in  the  bill 
to  permit  the  charging  of  travel  expenses 
of  hearings  examiners  to  the  various 
funds  which  finance  the  subject  matter 
of  the  hearings  conducted  through  this 
appropriation.  This  arrangement  seems 
to  be  the  most  satisfactory  way  to  meet 
the  large  fluctuations  in  workload  for  the 
different  programs,  which  are  hard  to 
predict  in  advance.  The  committee  re¬ 
quests  that  it  be  kept  advised  of  the  use 
of  this  authority  by  the  Department. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

For  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  $1,359,265,  a  reduc- 
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tion  of  $8,235  in  the  budget  estimate  and 
in  the  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1958. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  primary  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  Office  is  to  disseminate  re¬ 
sults  of  scientific  research  carried  on  by 
the  various  agencies  of  the  Department. 
To  protect  the  integrity  of  the  Office,  and 
to  limit  its  function  to  the  distribution  of 
scientific  information,  for  which  purpose 
it  was  created,  the  committee  has  trans¬ 
ferred  $8,235  to  the-  Office  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  so  as  to  center  in  that  Office  the 
preparation  and  distribution  of  speeches 
by  top  officials  of  the  Department. 

LIBRARY 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $772,000  is 
recommended  in  the  bill  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  This  is  the  same  amount  as 
was  prvided  for  fiscal  year  1958.  No 
change  in  functions  or  workload  is  ex¬ 
pected  during  the  coming  year. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Restoration  of  capital  impairment: 
The  budget  estimate  of  $1,760,399,886  is 
included  in  the  bill  for  restoration  of 
capital  impairment  of  the  Corporation 
through  June  30,  1957.  A  breakdown  of 


this  amount  is  as  follows : 

[In  millions] 

Price  support  program: 

Basic  commodities _  $907 

Mandatory  nonbasic  commodities _  296 

Other  nonbasic  commodities _  96 


Total,  price  supports _ 1,  299 

Commodity  export  program -  147 

Interest,  administrative  and  other 

(net) _ _ _  314 


Total _ _ _ 1,  760 


For  a  number  of  years  now,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  insisted  that  the  Department 
offer  its  commodities  for  sale  in  world 
trade  on  a  competitive  basis  for  dollars, 
in  order  to  keep  United  States  commodi¬ 
ties  on  world  sales  counters,  and  in  or¬ 
der  to  move  the  huge  surpluses  in  stor¬ 
age  in  the  United  States.  After  con¬ 
tinued  urging  by  this  committee  and 
after  the  establishment  of  a  special  sales 
organization  for  the  Corporation  in  the 
1956  Appropriation  Act,  the  Department 
began  moving  agricultural  commodities 
in  foreign  trade  for  dollars.  This  pro¬ 
gram  proved  very  effective  and  large 
quantities  of  United  States  commodities 
were  moved  into  world  trade  as  a  result. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Secretary  has 
claimed  considerable  credit  for  the 
volume  of  commodities  which  have 
moved  into  foreign  markets  during  the 
past  several  years.  In  recent  months, 
he  has  pointed  out  that  CCC  holdings 
have  gone  from  a  high  of  $8.9  billion  in 
1956  to  approximately  $7.2  billion  as  of 
January  1958. 

The  committee  is  proud  of  what  has 
been  accomplished  in  this  connection 
and  strongly  insists  that  the  Secretary 
continue  to  offer  our  commodities  in 
world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis  for 
dollars.  Considerable  progress  has  been 
made  in  regaining  historical  markets  for 
the  United  States  and  discouraging  ex¬ 
pansion  of  foreign  production  of  com¬ 
modities  in  competition  with  this  coun¬ 
try.  Any  actions  taken  to  decrease  the 
effectiveness  of  this  highly  successful 
competitive  sales  program  would  be  a 
real  disservice  to  the  Nation. 


Administrative  expenses:  The  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  $35,398,000  for  the 
administrative  expenses  of  the  corpora¬ 
tion  during  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This 
is  a  reduction  of  $702,000  in  the  budget 
estimate  and  is  the  same  amount  as  was 
provided  for  the  fiscal  year  1958. 

No  increase  in  funds  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year  appears  to  be  warranted.  The 
estimated  workload  in  price  support  op¬ 
erations  will  probably  be  less  in  the  com¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  than  during  the  present 
year. 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

The  bill  includes  administrative  ex¬ 
pense  limitations  of  $3,818,000  for  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration  and  the 
Federal  intermediate  credit  banks  for 
the  fiscal  year  1959.  This  is  a  decrease 
of  $1,757,000  in  the  administrative  ex¬ 
pense  limitations  authorized  in  1958.  The 
amounts  recommended  include  $2,125,- 
000  for  the  parent  organization,  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration,  and 
$1,693,000  for  the  Federal  intermediate 
credit  banks. 

The  amount  provided  for  the  inter¬ 
mediate  credit  banks  covers  expenses  for 
the  6-month  period  ending  December 
31,  1958.  Effective  January  1,  1959,  the 
administrative  expenses  of  these  institu¬ 
tions  are  not  subject  to  congressional 
limitation,  as  provided  by  the  Farm 
Credit  Act  of  1956. 

The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  been  inactive  since  July  1,  1957, 
when  its  loan  authority  was  repealed. 
As  of  June  30,  1955,  all  assets  except  re¬ 
serve  mineral  interests  were  liquidated 
through  bulk  sale  to  the  Federal  land 
banks.  All  Government  capital  has  been 
repaid  except  $10,000  which  will  be  re¬ 
turned  in  1958. 

Now,  as  to  the  3  or  4  things  that  are 
of  a  great  deal  of  interest  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House.  First  may  I  say  that 
with  regard  to  the  REA,  the  budgeted 
amount  that  was  sent  down  by  the  De¬ 
partment  in  December  was  for  one-half 
year.  The  committee,  therefore,  has 
doubled  the  amount  of  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  electrification  loans,  which  is  in 
line  with  the  testimony  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  as  to  the  needs.  We  have  also 
provided  $25  million  in  a  special  con¬ 
tingency  reserve,  which  means  that  if 
the  funds  are  used  up,  they  have  a  way 
to  meet  those  needs.  I  point  out  again 
that  these  funds  are  repaid  to  the  Trea¬ 
sury,  and  this  great  organization  has  a 
wonderful  record  of  repayment. 

Many  Members  of  the  Congress  have 
expressed  interest  in  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service.  There  is  a  continuing  need 
for  additional  funds  for  this  agency,  be¬ 
cause  the  law  provides  that  we  must  give 
personnel  to  new  districts.  Next  year 
there  will  be  about  40  new  districts. 

We  had  another  change  in  the  outlook 
come  up  during  the  period  of  the  hear¬ 
ings.  The  President  sent  a  supplemental 
request  for  the  watershed  program  and 
for  the  flood-control  projects  in  this  De¬ 
partment.  In  the  one  instance  I  believe 
it  was  an  increase  of  $10  million.  The 
committee  added  $1.5  million  to  bring 
those  funds  for  next  year  up  to  the 
amount  available  this  year.  In  flood 
control  I  believe  there  was  an  additional 
budgeted  of  nearly  $5  million.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  supplemental  estimate  by  the 
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Bureau  of  the  Budget  was  to  expedite 
the  completion  of  these  flood-prevention 
projects.  I  think  it  is  highly  important 
that  we  expedite  this  work. 

The  record  shows  in  one  place,  in 
Oklahoma,  I  believe,  where  they  com¬ 
pleted  these  small  watersheds  on  one 
tributary,  that  the  damage  in  that  flood 
was  71  percent  less  than  it  was  on  other 
tributaries  of  the  same  stream  where  we 
had  not  completed  the  work.  Thus  in 
order  to  meet  the  needs,  in  order  to  ex¬ 
pedite  this  work  and  provide  personnel 
for  new  districts  there  is  $2y2  million 
added  to  the  budgeted  amount  for  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  refer¬ 
ring  again  to  the  conservation  program, 
I  notice  an  item  for  emergency  conser¬ 
vation  measures.  Would  the  gentleman 
comment  on  that?  That  is  a  $20  mil¬ 
lion  item. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  To  which  page  is  the 
gentleman  referring? 

Mr.  AVERY.  At  the  top  of  page  41 
under  the  ACP  program,  a  new  item; 
that  is,  it  is  new  to  me,  anyhow.  It  says, 
“Emergency  conservation  measures.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.*  As  I  understand  it, 
that  has  to  do  with  emergency  appro¬ 
priation  which  we  had  last  year. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlemen  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
mam  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  That  was  a  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  which  we  passed 
last  year  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  did  not 
quite  understand  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Last  year  the  De¬ 
partment  came  up,  because  of  the  acute 
situation  in  the  matter  of  soil  conserva¬ 
tion,  and  asked  for  a  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation.  That  item  was  included  in 
the  supplemental  appropriation  as  of 
last  year. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Then  does  that  continue 
the  same  program  for  the  fiscal  year 
1959?  If  it  was  a  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation,  why  is  it  continued  in  the  regu¬ 
lar  bill  unless  it  is  a  continuing  pro¬ 
gram? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  It  was  felt  that  the 
need  for  that  was  on  an  emergency  basis 
and  that  was  provided  last  year. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Then  it  is  not  in  the 
program  this  year? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  If  the  gentleman 
will  look  at  his  column  again,  that  is  in 
the  1958  column.  It  is  not  a  1959  item. 

Mr.  AVERY.  But  it  was  not  in  the 
regular  bill  last  year,  but  was  a  supple¬ 
mental  item? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  understand  it  now; 
and  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  SHEPPARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  SHEPPARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
taking  this  time,  with  the  gentleman’s 
permission,  to  make  an  inquiry  because 
of  a  substantial  number  of  letters  and 
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wires  that  I  have  received  concerning 
a  station  at  Fontana,  Calif.  There  is  a 
fear  that  that  station  will  be  discon¬ 
tinued  because  of  a  lack  of  sufficient 
funds  for  the  continued  operation  of 
that  research  station.  Would  the 
gentleman  tell  me  whether  that  is  or  is 
not  correct? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  have  not  elim¬ 
inated  funds  for  any  research  stations. 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommended 
that  certain  research  work  at  certain 
stations  be  eliminated,  but  the  committee 
has  taken  the  view  wih  reference  to  re¬ 
search  stations  that  they  should  be  con¬ 
tinued.  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  spe¬ 
cific  case  to  which  the  gentleman  re¬ 
fers,  but  I  know  there  is  nothing  in  this 
bill  to  stop  operations  of  any  research 
station.  In  fact,  we  told  them  to  keep 
the  ones  they  had. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
was  delighted  to  hear  the  gentleman 
say  that  an  additional  $2.5  million  was 
being  provided  for  this  upstream  water¬ 
shed  program.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man,  how  many  additional  planning 
parties  that  will  provide  for  the  48 
States? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  that  the 
$2.5  million  is  for  more  technicians  for 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  The  ac¬ 
tual  funds  for  the  watershed  treatment 
are  recommended  in  the  sum  of  $25.5 
million.  For  flood  prevention  on  the  11 
old  watersheds  we  have  approved  $18 
million.  The  $214  million  was  to  pro¬ 
vide  funds  so  that  personnel,  could  be 
provided  to  expedite  the  actual  construc¬ 
tion  under  these  programs. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  The  gentleman 
is  aware  of  the  big  lag  we  have  had  in 
getting  work  going  on  this  watershed 
program  because  of  a  lack  of  planning 
parties.  Is  there  any  possibility  of  get¬ 
ting  additional  planning  parties? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  When  the  gentle¬ 
man  adds  the  $2.5  million  and  also  adds 
the  other  millions  that  are  included,  it 
is  an  indication  that  we  do  recognize 
the  situation  and  are  pushing  ahead  as 
fast  as  we  can. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  In  our  studies  of 
this  matter  and  our  recommendations 
we  feel  this  would  provide  about  40  to 
50  new  soil  conservation  technicians. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY*  I  notice  on  page  16 
of  the  committee  report  you  have  recom¬ 
mended  this  year  that  the  poultry  in¬ 
spection  be  combined  with  the  meat 
inspection  service. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  our  committee  in  con¬ 
sidering  this  problem  had  the  budget 
request  before  us.  We  are  setting  up  a 
new  inspection  service.  The  committee 
was  familiar  with  the  fact  that  at  the 
present  time  we  have  in  Washington, 
under  meat  inspection,  42  people.  We 


have  27  people  proposed  in  the  poultry 
inspection  service.  We  now  have  4  area 
offices  for  meat  inspection,  in  Chicago, 
Los  Angeles,  St.  Louis,  and  New  York 
City.  We  have  145  main  field  stations 
and  347  subsidiary  stations  for  meat  in¬ 
spection  throughout  the  country.  There 
are  about  2,900  to  3,000  inspectors. 

Now  they  propose  to  set  up  another 
inspection  service  for  poultry  all  over 
the  United  States.  The  committee, 
looking  at  it  from  an  appropriations- 
process  viewpoint,  felt  we  should  not  set 
up  a  new  organization  with  all  this 
widespread  number  of  offices.  I  have 
here  the  number  of  offices  in  each  State. 


These  are  the  meat  inspection  stations 
and  substations  by  States: 


Alabama _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California _ 

Colorado _ 

Connecticut _ 

Delaware _ 

Florida _ 

Georgia _ 

Idaho _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ 

Iowa _ 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana.. _ 

Maine _ 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts.  . 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Montana _ 

Nebraska _ 

Nevada _ 

New  Hampshire 

New  Jersey _ 

New  Mexico _ 

New  York _ 

North  Carolina- 
North  Dakota- 

Ohio— . — 

Oklahoma _ 

Oregon _ 

Pennsylvania _ 

Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina  . 

South  Dakota _ 

Tennessee _ 

Texas _ 

Utah _ 

Vermont _ 

Virginia _ 

Washington _ 

West  Virginia _ 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming _ 


r 


T 


* 


6 

3 

7 
53 

4 

8 
4 

10 

13 

4 

32 

13 

18 

7 

4 

5 

1 

7 
24 

9 

13 

4 

10 

2 
9 
2 

3 
24 

32 

4 

3 

28 

1 

10 

30 

4 

6 
6 

8 
20 

4 

3 

17 

8 

1 

9 

,1 


Total 


492 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  My  purpose  was  to 
compliment  the  committee  on  putting 
the  two  together,  but  I  was  wondering 
whether  you  were  allowing  sufficient 
funds  for  a  good  inspection  service  for 
both  meat  and  poultry.  It  has  been 
brought  to  my  attention  that  perhaps 
more  could  be  used  in  this  area,  although 
I  suppose  you  have  allowed  the  full 
budget  estimate. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  my  judgment 
that  we  have  handled  it  in  such  a  way 
there  will  be  adequate  funds.  This  is  a 
field  where  it  is  pretty  hard  to  satisfy 
everyone.  It  is  our  judgment  that,  inso¬ 
far  as  the  poultry  inspection  is  con¬ 
cerned,  we  will  have  a  better  inspection 
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service  and  it  will  get  off  better  if  we 
do  not  give  them  too  much  money  all  at 
once  to  set  up  an  organization,  until  they 
find  out  how  it  should  be  run. 

I  should  like  to  take  advantage  of 
the  gentleman’s  inquiry,  though  it  is  for 
a  different  purpose,  to  say  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  found  there  are  many.  Members 
of  Congress  and  others,  who  are  doubt¬ 
ful  about  putting  poultry  inspection 
under  the  regular  meat  inspection 
service.  May  I  say  to  the  Committee  that 
our  purpose  was  not  to  put  the  poultry 
inspection  under  anyone  else,  nor  was 
our  purpose  to  put  the  poultry  inspection 
directly  under  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service.  It  was  our  purpose  to  direct  the 
Department  to  keep  down  any  duplica¬ 
tion  of  offices  and  other  things,  which 
would  be  terribly  expensive.  I  will  ex¬ 
tend  my  remarks  to  carry  a  statement 
interpreting  that  section  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  report  as  to  what  we  intended.  But 
I  do  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  that  it  was  the  judgment  of  the 
committee  that  we  have  provided  all 
funds  needed. 

Mr.  SEELY-BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  SEELY-BROWN.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  while  you  may  have  pro¬ 
vided  adequate  funds  you  still  have  not 
carried  forward  the  recommepdation  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  namely, 
that  the  poultry  inspection  be  placed 
under  AMS.  Am  I  correct  or  incorrect 
on  that? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  came  down  under 
AMS.  We  felt  if  you  kept  them  in  2 
different  titles  in  the  bill,  you  would 
have — well,  for  instance,  you  have  42 
supervising  people  under  Agricultural 
Research  Service.  For  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion  they  would  have  27  new  people  in 
Washington  under  the  Marketing  Service. 
That  would  go  all  the  way  down  through 
the  various  areas  of  the  country.  We 
felt  that  was  ridiculous.  Our  purpose 
was  not  necessarily  tc  transfer  it  from 
the  Marketing  Service  over  here.  It  was 
to  point  up  the  need  to  have  a  consolida¬ 
tion  of  the  work  in  the  various  offices 
and  not  have  duplication. 

May  I  explain  that  in  this  agriculture 
appropriation  bill  we  could  have  appro¬ 
priated  the  full  amount  of  money  for  the 
whole  Department  in  one  amount.  They 
still  would  have  had  the  right  to  use  it 
in  that  way.  The  language  I  have  writ¬ 
ten  here  is  that  we  did  not  necessarily 
intend  to  transfer  it  but  to  give  the  De¬ 
partment  liberty  to  go  ahead  and  woik 
this  out  in  the  way  that  might  be  best. 

Mr.  SEELY-BROWN.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  you  have  not  definitely 
committed  yourselves  to  the  belief  that 
the  research  department  is  better  quali¬ 
fied  to  carry  on  this  kind  of  inspection 
than  the  Marketing  Service  which,  in 
my  opinion  at  least,  would  appear  to  be 
the  more  suitable  setup  for  that  work. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Perhaps,  I  might 
save  time  if  I  just  read  this  statement 
which  I  intend  to  insert  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  WATTS.  In  view  of  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  statement  that  he  does  not  intend 
for  poultry  inspection  to  be  placed  to¬ 
gether  with  the  red-meat  inspection  and 
further  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  ap¬ 
propriations  for  both  services  is  in  the  re¬ 
search  department;  would  the  commit¬ 
tee  have  any  objection  to  the  Secretary 
under  the  general  authority  of  transfei 
that  he  has,  to  make  such  transfer  from 
that  fund  to  the  Marketing  Service  as  is 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  poultry  in¬ 
spection? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Spe.aking  for  the 
committee,  I  will  say  that  we  have  no 
such  objection.  On  the  other  hand,  we 
would  stick  to  our  position  that  this 
whole  program  should  be  handled  in  such 
a  way  as  not  to  set  up  through  the  United 
States  a  duplicate  set  of  offices,  in  view  of 
the  high  cost  and  the  tremendous  num¬ 
ber  that  would  be  needed.  I  have  con¬ 
ferred  with  the  Department  and  they 
understand  that  the  committe  does  not 
necessarily  try  to  lump  these  two  under 
the  Research  Service. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  one  further  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  read  this  state¬ 
ment  and  I  think  that  will  spell  it  out. 
I  would  rather  do  that  than  to  answer 
further  questions,  if  I  may.  This  state¬ 
ment  is  made  in  interpretation  of  the 
language  that  appears  in  the  report. 

The  committee,  in  consolidating  the 
funds  for  meat  inspection,  did  not  in¬ 
tend  to  thereby  place  poultry  inspection 
under  the  Agriculture  Research  Service. 
Such  action  was  taken  in  order  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  establishing  of  two  sets  of  su¬ 
pervisors  and  offices  in  the  same  general 
field,  since  such  action  would  result  in 
needless  expenditure  of  funds.  The 
committee  did  not  intend  to  place  poul¬ 
try  inspection  under  meat  inspection, 
but  only  to  assure  that  the  two  activities 
were  properly  coordinated. 

It  is  noted  that  a  large  number  of 
offices  presently  exist  at  the  area,  dis¬ 
trict  and  Washington  levels;  and  it  was 
the  belief  of  the  committee  that  atten¬ 
tion  should  be  given  by  the  Department 
to  prevent  needless  duplication. 

I  It  may  be  that  further  study  will  be 
needed  as  to  how  properly  to  handle  the 
inspection  of  red  meat  and  that  of 
poultry. 

In  the  event  it  takes  additional  time 
to  work  this  matter  out,  the  committee 
wishes  to  state  again,  in  any  consolida¬ 
tion  the  differences  existing  between  the 
poultry  industry  and  the  red  meat  in¬ 
dustry  should  be  kept  in  mind  and  in 
the  inspection  proper,  poultry  inspection 
should  be  by  those  inspectors  who  have 
been  especially  trained  for  that  work. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that 
in  view  of  the  difference  in  size  and  num¬ 
ber  of  carcasses  that  the  special  system 
required  with  regard  to  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion  should  be  limited  to  that  essential 
for  the  protection  of  the  public  health 
and  in  no  way  should  be  along  such  lines 
as  to  slow  down  in  any  manner  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  poultry  plant. 

In  the  carrying  out  of  this  new  com¬ 
pulsory  poultry  inspection,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  should  make  every  effort  to  prevent 
either  poultry  or  red  meat  from  being 


overshadowed  by  the  other  in  the  de¬ 
partmental  organization.  It  is  recog¬ 
nized  by  the  committee  that  these  two 
fields  of  meat  production  are  competi¬ 
tive  and  the  committee  expects  to  follow 
the  operation  of  the  inspection  service 
very  closely  to  see  that  each  industry 
is  protected  and  that  inspection  in  both 
fields  be  limited  to  that  for  which  it  was 
basically  set  up,  that  is,  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  public  health.  The  committee 
expects  to  have  a  full  investigation  of 
possible  existing  duplications  in  this 
field,  making  note  of  that  fact  that  ap¬ 
proximately  25  percent  of  the  poultry 
industry  has  been  under  voluntary  in¬ 
spection  for  some  years. 

Now  that  is  about  as  clear  as  I  can 
make  it. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  think  that  is  a  fine 
statement.  I  think  it  is  not  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  gentleman  or  the  intention 
of  the  committee  to  place  poultry  in¬ 
spection  under  meat  inspection.  But,  I 
would  like  to  renew  my  question  about 
the  appropriation.  The  gentleman’s 
committee  did  place  the  appropriation 
for  poultry  inspection  under  the  research 
item. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  Isay  this.  Inso¬ 
far  as  this  bill  is  concerned,  this  is  not 
controlling  language  and  I  have  advised 
the  Department  of  this  expression  which 
I  just  presented.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  if  the  agricultural  marketing 
service  had  come  first  in  the  bill,  doubt¬ 
less  the  committee  would  have  put  it 
there.  The  only  thing  in  the  mind  of  the 
committee  was  to  prevent  duplication 
and  extra  expense. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Then  it  is  the  intention 
of  the  gentleman  since  he  just  lumped 
the  two  sums  together  for  the  marketing 
service  to  use  the  funds. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  rather  stand 
by  my  statement.  May  I  say  again  I  am 
not  yielding  on  this — it  is  the  attitude 
of  this  committee  that  it  would  be  ridicu¬ 
lous  to  set  up  a  large  number  of  extra 
offices  throughout  the  United  States. 
When  we  stick  to  that  principle,  we  will 
be  able  to  work  it  out.  We  certainly 
want  protection  for  the  poultry  industry. 
But,  I  have  to  say  again  that  so  far  as 
I  know  nobody  on  the  committee  wants 
to  set  up  a  complete  set  of  duplicate  of¬ 
fices  throughout  the  United  States. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Neither  do  I,  if  it  could 
be  avoided.  I  do  not  want  poultry  put 
under  meat. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  have  made  it  clear 
in  this  statement  that  we  do  not  either. 

Mr.  WATTS.  The  only  reservation  I 
had  was  that  they  have  enough  money  to 
carry  out  the  inspection  in  the  Market¬ 
ing  Service. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Certainly  the  Depart¬ 
ment  has  the  money  to  carry  it  on  wher¬ 
ever  it  is.  They  are  aware  of  our  inten¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Did  I  understand 
the  gentleman  to  say  he  has  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  Department  working  out,  as 
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it  sees  fit,  which  one  of  these  agencies 
shall  conduct  the  poultry  inspection? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  I  just  spent  about  15  minutes 
trying  to  say  that. 

'Mr.  LANDRUM.  I  think  it  was  a  sat¬ 
isfactory  statement,  but  I  wonder  if  we 
could  say  this:  Does  the  Department 
have  authority,  if  it  determines  that  the 
AMS  is  the  best  unit  for  carrying  out 
this  service — does  it  have  the  authority 
to  transfer  these  funds,  $7  million? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  has  the  right  to 
transfer  meat  inspection  to  the  Market¬ 
ing  Service. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Could  it  transfer 
part  of  this  appropriation  to  the  Mar¬ 
keting  Service? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  certainly  could. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  And  the  committee 
has  no  objection  to  that? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  it  means  setting 
up  two  sets  of  offices,  we  would  certainly 
object. 

Mr.  BECKWORTH.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BECKWORTH.  Has  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  indicated  whether 
or  not  it  would  plan  to  set  up  another 
set  of  offices? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  budget  request 
came  down  for  about  $7  million,  and  the 
plans  that  they  have  submitted  to  us 
show  that  they  want  27  people  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  6  area  offices,  and  possibly  7 
with  60  new  people.  They  want  1,200 
inspectors.  So  they  definitely  had  that 
plan  at  the  outset. 

Mr.  BECKWORTH.  Did  the  Depart¬ 
ment  express  an  opinion  of  whether  or 
not  it  feels  that  the  inspection  of  poul¬ 
try  should  be  carried  on  apart  from  the 
inspection  of  red  meat? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Well,  they  recog¬ 
nized  there  are  differences.  They  pro¬ 
vide  for  specialized  poultry  inspectors. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  The  Committee  on 
Appropriations  in  considering  this  item 
is  desirous  of  preventing  all  duplication 
possible.  We  do  not  want  to  build  up 
any  more  personnel  than  possible.  We 
want  to  do  it  as  efficiently  as  possible 
without  harming  the  service.  Under 
the  present  system,  unless  we  did  some¬ 
thing  that  was  a  duplication  of  Federal 
employees,  we  would  run  into  a  lot  of 
ramifications. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Our  subcommittee  has 
considered  this  bill  as  fully  as  we  know 
how.  In  the  budget,  this  year  was  in 
excess  of  $30  million  for  all  types  of 
poultry  and  red-meat  inspection.  There 
was  an  additional  amount  to  institute 
this  inspection  cf  poultry  and  poultry 
products.  Then,  in  addition  to  that, 
just  to  place  this  before  you,  there  are 
allocations — and  I  hope  the  committee 
will  listen  to  this — there  are  allocations 
from  other  departments  in  excess  of  $6 
million  also  going  to  various  sorts  and 
types  of  meat  inspection.  We  have  be¬ 
fore  us,  therefore,  an  overall  item  for 
various  types  of  meat  inspection,  includ¬ 
ing  poultry,  in  excess  of  $30  million. 


1958 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


5335 


Our  subcommittee  was  not  satisfied  that 
we  were  looking  at  the  whole  picture. 
As  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Marshall]  has  just  pointed  out,  we  can 
work  this  out.  We  felt  that  our  com¬ 
mittee  should  bring  this  whole  picture 
to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  as 
we  consider  this  bill,  and  that  is  what 
your  chairman  is  doing  at  this  time. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  CHELP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield,  but  not  on 
poultry. 

Mr.  CHELF.  None  of  us  wants  need¬ 
less  expense  or  duplication. 

Is  the  Department  presently  consti¬ 
tuted  to  fulfill  this  job?  Given  this  job 
can  they  take  it  on?  Have  they  suffi¬ 
cient  trained  personnel? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  They  have  80,000 
people  in  the  Department  and  over  $1,- 
600,000,000  to  spend  this  year.  They 
have  the  right  to  transfer  7  percent  from 
one  program  to  another. 

Mr.  CHELP.  Are  they  skilled  people, 
trained  people? 

Mi-.  WHITTEN.  After  it  is  in  opera¬ 
tion  a  while  we  will  find  out  how  much 
skill  they  have,  but  they  are  training 
inspectors  in  poultry  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  On  some  other  sub¬ 
ject;  yes. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  have  been  on  my  feet 
for  10  minutes  seeking  to  ask  a  ques¬ 
tion.  _ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  sorry;  cer¬ 
tainly  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DIXON.  The  gentleman  made  a 
statement  wondering  whether  the  De¬ 
partment  would  carry  out  the  suggestion 
of  the  committee,  that  is,  with  this 
cross-utilization  of  personnel  the  De¬ 
partment  could  continue  this  supervi¬ 
sion  under  the  marketing  organization. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  that  the 
Department  has  broad  authority  and  we 
have  indicated  to  them  that  if,  in  the 
exercise  of  their  discretion  they  prevent 
this  needless  duplication,  they  will  not 
be  breaking  faith  with  the  committee. 
That  is  all  that  is  involved  here. 
Whether  it  is  utilized  or  not,  the  author¬ 
ity  exists. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
has  been  my  intention,  until  this  mo¬ 
ment,  to  propose  amendments  in  this 
bill  which  would  remove  poultry  and  the 
fcmount  of  money  required  for  poultry 
inspection  under  the  Poultry  Products 
Inspection  Act  of  1957  from  the  meatv 
inspection  item  under  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service  and  place  this  inspection 
in  the  bill  under  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Service. 

I  feel  very  strongly,  as  I  know  other 
Members  of  the  House  with  large  poul¬ 
try  establishments  do  also,  that  at  least 
during  the  infancy  of  this  new  com¬ 
pulsory  poultry  inspection  program  its 
success  depends  on  wise  and  experienced 
administration. 

For  more  than  25  years  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service  has  conducted 
a  very  successful  voluntary  program  of 
poultry  inspection.  The  officials  of  this 
agency  are  thoroughly  acquainted  with 
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the  problems  of  the  industry  and  they 
recognize  that  the  poultry  and  red-meat 
industries  are  to  a  great  degree  distinct 
in  the  overall  agricultural  economy  and 
that  the  protection  of  consumer  health 
involves  the  application  of  inspection 
procedures  which  necessarily  must  be 
different  for  each.  Since  the  passage  of 
the  Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  last 
year  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
has  promulgated  and  distributed  rules 
and  regulations  designed  to  inaugurate 
the  compulsory  program.  All  of  the 
processors  engaged  in  interstate  com¬ 
merce  must  submit  to  the  compulsory 
program  in  January  1959.  Based  upon 
the  regulations  and  instructions  issued 
to  them  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service  the  processors  have  spent  thou¬ 
sands  of  dollars  remodeling  their  plants 
and  getting  new  equipment  so  as  to  be 
able  to  comply  with  the  law  and  the 
regulations. 

For  these  and  other  reasons  I  believe 
that  it  is  unwise,  at  this  time,  to  require 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  con¬ 
solidate  the  red-meat  program  and  the 
poultry  inspection  program  into  one 
agency. 

In  view  of  the  statement  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whitten],  chairman  of  this  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcommittee,  that  it  is  not 
the  intention  of  the  committee  to  re¬ 
quire  this  consolidation  and,  moreover, 
in  view  of  existing  authority  in  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  transfer  funds  from  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service  to  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service  I  have  decided  to 
forego  the  offering  of  these  amend¬ 
ments.  I  believe  that  the  statement  of 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Whitten],  together  with  the  legislative 
history  of  the  Poultry  Products  Inspec¬ 
tion  Act  is  sufficient  advice  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  as  to  congressional 
intent  in  this  matter  and  I  trust  that 
there  will  be  no  consolidating  of  the  in¬ 
spection  services,  at  least  until  a  more 
complete  study  can  be  made  of  the 
problems  connected  with  proposed  con¬ 
solidation. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
gentlemen,  I  am  here  to  urge  this  dis¬ 
tinguished  committee  to  make  provi¬ 
sions  for  an  increase  above  the  budget 
of  $6  million,  as  requested  by  the  land- 
grant  colleges  for  the  extension  and 
State  experiment  stations,  with  the 
bulk  of  this  increase  to  be  used  to  raise 
the  salaries  of  the  county  agents. 

It  is  my  earnest  belief  and  contention 
that  the  county  agents  deserve  this  pro¬ 
posed  increase  as  much  as  any  other 
group  in  the  country  today. 

I  am  sure  that  I  do  not  have  to  con¬ 
vince  you  gentlemen  of  the  great  con¬ 
tribution  these  county  agents  are  mak¬ 
ing  to  modern  agriculture  in  all  parts  of 
the  country.  I  know  you  have  in  the 
past  been  a  strong  supporter  of  the 
exteension-service  programs.  But  the 
county  agents  have  not  gotten  their 
fair  share  of  increases  in  appropriations 
for  these  programs  and  I  appeal  to  you 
today  to  see  that  this  share  is  fulfilled. 

My  good  friend,  P.  O.  Davis,  director 
of  the  extension  service  at  Alabama 
Polytechnic  Institute,  that  great  land- 


grant  eollege  at  Auburn,  Ala.,  has  said 
there  are  two  most  impressive  and  sig¬ 
nificant  facts  about  American  agricul¬ 
ture.  One  is  that  American  farmers 
have  developed  the  most  efficient  system 
of  agriculture  in  the  world.  The  second 
is  that  the  United  States  is  the  only 
Nation  that  has  established  and  devel¬ 
oped  the  land-grant  college  system  of 
finding  facts  through  research  and  mak¬ 
ing  them  available  for  application  by 
people  where  they  live  and  work. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  program,  as  you 
well  know,  is  taken  to  the  people  where 
they  live  and  work  by  the  hard-working, 
patient,  and  underpaid  county  agents. 

In  Alabama,  as  in  other  parts  of  the 
country,  the  county  agent  is  everywhere 
a  farmer  is  trying  to  farm.  He  is  solv¬ 
ing  problems,  developing  new  tech¬ 
niques,  helping  young  men  and  women 
to  learn  lessons  about  life  itself. 
Through  every  public  medium,  through 
personal  contacts,  and  through  demon¬ 
strations,  the  county  agent  is  reaching 
the  man  on  the  farm  with  sound,  use¬ 
ful  information.  The  county  agent  is 
the  teacher,  the  advisor,  the  friend  to 
the  rural  folk  of  America. 

I  think  you  will  agree,  at  least  I  hope 
you  will,  that  these  dedicated  workers 
deserve  a  reasonable  salary  increase. 
Last  year,  these  men  were  granted  a 
token  increase,  but  it  needs  to  be  made 
equitable.  Right  now,  the  Congress  and 
administration  seems  prone  to  grant  a 
substantial  raise  to  Federal  employees. 
I  urge  you  not  to  overlook  the  county 
agents,  and  I  respectfully  ask  that  you 
consider  ways  and  means  of  increased 
appropriations  to  assure  a  much-needed 
helping  hand  to  these  county  agents. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber], 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  so  that 
the  membership  of  the  House  might  have 
in  front  of  them  the  figures  as  to  the 
cost  of  these  agricultural  items  I  had 
certain  tables  put  in  the  hearings  at 
page  2201.  The  first  one  is  found  in 
part  4  of  the  hearings  and  shows  the 
different  moneys  that  were  paid  to 
farmers  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  and  other  sources  of  funds. 

The  price  support  items  ran  to  $2,913,- 
847,754. 

The  mandatory  nonbasic  commodities 
ran  to  $481,111,637. 

Other  nonbasic  commodities  that  ap¬ 
pear  there  ran  to  $449,069,511. 

The  total  is  $3,844,028,902. 

There  were  certain  items  of  commod¬ 
ity  export  which  total  $81,674,693  which 
I  assume  should  come  out  of  that. 

Then  there  were  disbursements  for 
purchases  under  Public  Law  480  to  a  total 
amounting  to  $690,678,403. 

For  the  removal  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities:  Beef,  eggs,  fruits,  pork  and 
lard,  turkeys,  vegetables,  wheat  flour 
and  cornmeal;  diversion  and  export  pay¬ 
ments  on  potatoes,  wheat  and  wheat 
flour,  totaling  $73,607,347. 

This  makes  a  grand  total  of  $4,689,- 
989,345.  Over  on  page  22  appears  the 
price  schedule  of  different  commodities, 
the  high  and  the  low,  from  1952  down 
through  the  fiscal  year  1957.  I  thought 
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that  the  membership  ought  to  have  that 
before  it. 

Frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very 
much  disturbed  about  this  agricultural 
situation.  There  has  been  more  of  an 
attempt  to  play  politics  with  it  than 
there  has  been  to  cure  the  situation  and 
get  the  matter  straightened  out.  I  wish 
that  we  could  persuade  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  to  go  into  it  on  the  basis 
of  what  is  needed  and  on  a  constructive 
basis  so  that  we  might  make  some  ap¬ 
proach  toward  getting  out  of  the  diffi¬ 
culties  that  we  have  gotten  the  farmers 
into. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen]. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
the  floor  at  this  time  to  comment  on  a 
statement  in  the  report  regarding  the 
President’s  Commission  to  find  new  in¬ 
dustrial  uses  for  surplus  farm  commod¬ 
ities.  I  shall  not  attempt  to  read  the 
entire  report  except  to  say  that  this  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  Commission’s  report  was 
written  by  a  couple  of  gentlemen  who 
were  lent  to  the  Commission  by  the  great 
oil-producing  industry  and  of  course 
they  gave  a  bad  report  on  the  use  of 
grain  alcohol  mixed  in  motor  fuel.  It  is 
my  opinion — and  I  form  my  opinion 
from  good  authority — that  this  report  on 
that  item  is  100  percent  erroneous. 

The  congress  of  Brazil  before  World 
War  II  passed  a  law  which  required  that 
alcohol  made  from  their  surplus  sugar 
shall  be  mixed  with  gasoline.  And  that 
law  has  proven  very  beneficial  for  the 
Brazilian  Government  and  all  the  Bra¬ 
zilian  people.  They  use  as  much  as  35 
percent  sugar  alcohol  mix  in  their  gaso¬ 
line.  Sao  Paulo,  Brazil,  uses  from  15 
to  20  percent  with  complete  satisfaction. 
Senator  Mundt  and  I  introduced  a  bill 
during  the  last  session  of  the  Congress 
and  the  session  before  which  provided 
for  a  5-percent  grain-alcohol  mix  in  our 
motor  fuel.  The  Brazilian  Government 
says  that  a  10-percent  mix  or  under  does 
not  require  any  change  in  the  carbu¬ 
retors,  and  that  comes  to  me  on  good 
authority.  I  was  in  Brazil  last  fall. 
Now,  this  report  says  that  if  we  would 
use  a  10-percent  alcohol  mix  in  our  mo¬ 
tor  fuels  that  it  would  use  2  billion  bush¬ 
els  of  grain  every  year,  and  they  make 
other  untrue  statements.  That  is  more 
grain  than  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  has  in  storage  today.  I  differ 
with  them  on  those  figures,  even,  be¬ 
cause  actually  it  would  use  up  about  1.4 
billion  bushels  of  grain  a  year.  A  5- 
percent  mix  would  use  up  about  700  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  of  grain  a  year.  The  fel¬ 
lows  who  wrote  this  report  say  that  a 
10-percent  mix  would  use  up  our  sur¬ 
pluses  too  fast.  Now,  would  it  not  be 
just  too  bad  if  we  could  dispose  of  these 
price-depressing  costly  surpluses  which 
have  caused  the  farm  problem  and  in 
fact  our  entire  national  problem.  We 
must  remember  that  every  profession  we 
have  had  in  this  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica  has  been  farm  bred  and  farm  fed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  compliment 
the  committee  on  the  bill  they  have 
brought  out.  I  think  it  is  a  good  bill  as 
a  whole.  I  am  glad  to  see  the  committee 
make  no  recommendations  for  a  change 


in  the  REA  program,  because  certainly 
the  REA  program  has  gone  along  in 
good  shape  under  the  present  setup  and 
has  done  a  wonderful  service  to  the 
farmers  of  America. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  will  be  glad  to. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  com¬ 
mittee  had  before  it  a  proposal  from  the 
administration  to  the  effect  that  REA 
should  depend  upon,  in  the  latter  half 
of  the  year,  much  of  its  loans  on 
private  capital.  That  would  depend,  in 
turn,  on  a  bill  being  enacted  in  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Congress  which  is  so  far- 
reaching  that  there  would  be  no  proba¬ 
bility  whatsoever  of  the  bill  being  en¬ 
acted  by  the  Congress.  Consequently  the 
committee  threw  aside  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  administration  to  that  effect, 
and  instead  put  in  $300  million  in  loan 
authorizations  for  REA.  The  committee 
has  made  a  very  strong  recommendation 
against  the  raising  of  REA  interest  rates 
from  the  present  2  percent  level.  We 
feel  that  the  interest  rate  which  REA 
has  enjoyed  throughout  the  years  has 
been  beneficial  to  the  rural  economy  of 
the  Nation.  I  might  say,  concerning  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa,  that  I  have  served 
with  the  gentleman  for  about  20  years, 
and  I  know  of  no  man  in  the  House 
during  those  years  who  has  shown  more 
real  interest  in  the  REA  program  than 
has  Ben  Jensen  of  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
very  much.  I  can  say  as  much  for  him 
and  may  I  say  since  the  gentleman  men¬ 
tioned  it,  that  I  am  proud  of  the  fact 
that  I  have  supported  every  dime  which 
has  been  recommended  by  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  the  REA  and  for  the  entire  agricul¬ 
ture  program  every  year  since  I  have 
been  a  Member  of  this  body,  for  certainly 
farming  is  yet  the  greatest  free  enter¬ 
prise  industry  in  our  blessed  land. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield 
further? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  can  attest  to  that.  I  have 
never  known  a  time  when  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  not  supported  the  full  amount 
as  brought  in  by  the  Subcommittee  on 
Appropriations  for  Agriculture. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  I  say  that  this 
committee  has  a  most  difficult  problem 
and  duty  to  perform.  In  my  opinion,  no 
committee,  regardless  who  comprises  the 
membership,  could  do  a  better  job  than 
this  committee  has  done  through  the 
years. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Utah  [Mr.  Dixon]. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  of 
all  I  desire  to  compliment  the  commit¬ 
tee  on  drawing  up  a  bill  that  I  think  is 
a  good  bill  considering  especially  the 
complications  confronting  them.  I  wish 
to  thank  them  for  raising  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  utilization  research  under  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  in  an  amount  of  about  $2.3 
million;  also  for  the  fact  that  they  have 
raised  the  utilization  research  appropria¬ 
tion  locally  $2.3  million. 
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Personally  I  feel  that  utilization  re¬ 
search  is  one  of  the  best  ways  to  un¬ 
freeze  our  farm  surpluses  and  get  them 
into  industrial  uses.  At  the  present  time 
only  7  percent  of  them  go  into  industrial 
uses.  Many  more  times  that  much  could 
go  into  industrial  uses.  We  could  use  our 
animal  fats  in  plastics.  We  could  use 
them  in  detergents  and  in  so  many  things 
with  a  little  more  research.  We  could 
use  our  grain  alcohol  from  corn  and 
wheat,  especially  this  corn  that  is  wet 
that  is  bringing  only  about  68  cents  a 
bushel ;  we  could  use  that  for  alcohol  and 
for  the  manufacture  of  rubber  and  for 
defense  purposes.  All  those  matters 
could  be  stepped  up  through  an  increase 
in  appropriations. 

Personally  I  should  like  to  have  seen 
the  committee  follow  the  budget  recom¬ 
mendation  and  go  $2.5  million  stronger 
for  utilization  research.  I  believe  it 
would  have  been  the  best  investment 
the  committee  could  have  made. 

I  notice  in  the  committee  report  on 
page  3  that  the  farmers’  share  of  the 
consumer’s  dollar  has  gone  down  from 
47  percent  in  1952  to  only  40  percent  in 
1957.  I  believe  that  is  a  problem  that 
should  be  given  immediate  attention 
and  I  am  glad  the  committee  inserted  this 
table. 

I  should  like  to  ask  why  the  commit¬ 
tee  then  turned  around  and  took  $100,- 
000  out  of  marketing  research,  where 
they  enforce  regulations  against  unfair 
trade  practices  which  increase  costs  to 
the  consumer.  We  have  food  chains 
that  are  crawling  over  under  the  USDA 
jurisdiction  because  they  have  a  pack¬ 
ing  plant  when  the  Federal  Trade  Com¬ 
mission  breathes  down  their  neck.  By 
going  over  to  the  USDA  they  pretty 
much  escape  prosecution,  because  the 
USDA  has  not  filed  1  cease-and-desist 
order  in  19  years.  Now  we  are  cut¬ 
ting  the  USDA  budget  for  enforcement. 
This  reduces,  not  increases,  the  farmers’ 
chances  to  receive  more  than  40  per¬ 
cent  of  the  consumers’  dollar. 

If  we  want  to  reduce  the  spread  be¬ 
tween  what  the  farmer  gets  and  what 
the  consumer  pays,  and  cut  down  living 
costs,  we  should  give  more  money  in¬ 
stead  of  less  to  do  the  Marketing  Service 
which  has  to  do  with  this  enforcement 
of  unfair  trade  practices.  The  Market¬ 
ing  Service  has  not  enough  money  even 
to  post  their  stockyards  yet,  let  alone 
supervise  them. 

In  the  third  place,  I  appreciate  the 
statement  of  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  which  he  implies  at  least  that 
the  USDA  might  continue  to  supervise 
the  new  compulsory  poultry  inspection 
under  the  Marketing  Service  of  the 
USDA.  If  that  is  the  case,  we  will  be 
very  happy.  I  hope  that  this  position 
will  maintain  because  I  do  not  believe 
that  hearings  have  been  held  with  the 
poultry  people,  the  turkey  raisers  and 
processors,  or  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  on  this  sudden  switch,  which 
might  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  the 
red  meats  or  the  research  division,  has 
supervision  of  the  inspection  of  poultry. 
If  that  were  the  case  it  would  be  really 
a  calamity,  because  the  poultry  people 
were  united  in  wanting  this  compulsory 
inspection  because  the  voluntary  in- 
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spection  program  under  the  Marketing 
Service  of  USDA  had  proved  so  satis¬ 
factory. 

The  discussion  that  has  just  taken 
place  on  the  floor,  leads  me  to  believe 
that  the  “broad  powers’’  of  USDA  men¬ 
tioned  by  the  committee  chairman  in¬ 
clude  the  power  to  continue  poultry  in¬ 
spection  under  the  Marketing  Service.  I 
oppose  any  shift  of  supervision  of  poul¬ 
try  inspection  for  reasons  as  follows: 

I.  THE  POULTRY  INDUSTRY  DEMANDS  THAT  THE 

INSPECTION  REMAIN  WITH  THE  AGRICULTURAL 

MARKETING  SERVICE 

Major  farm  organizations,  and  es¬ 
pecially  the  processors  and  growers,  are 
upset  and  shocked  because  no  hearings 
hav£  been  held  nor  testimonies  given  on 
transferring  this  service  from  the  Mar¬ 
keting  Service  to  the  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service.  If  hearings  were  held, 
I  am  sure  there  would  be  a  storm  of  pro¬ 
tests  against  the  transfer. 

Joseph  O.  Parker,  legislative  counsel 
of  the  Grange,  stated  in  his  testimony 
March  8,  1957:  ■ 

The  voluntary  poultry  inspection  program 
administered  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
manned  by  highly  trained  competent  per¬ 
sonnel  with  long  experience  in  poultry. 
This  record  of  poultry  inspection  experience 
and  achievement  which  has  been  built  up 
over  the  -last  quarter  of  a  century  is  un¬ 
equaled. 

You  will  see  from  his  testimony  that 
the  effectiveness  of  the  voluntary  in¬ 
spection  under  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Service  was  the  chief  reason  why 
the  Grange  wanted  the  compulsory  in¬ 
spection  under  the  same  Service. 

J.  O.  Kumpe,  member  of  the  board  of 
directors  and  past  president  of  the 
Southwestern  Poultry  Association,  testi¬ 
fied: 

We  favor  compulsory  inspection  for  whole¬ 
someness  of  all  poultry  products,  under  the 
present  Inspection  and  Grading  Division  of 
the  Poultry  Branch,  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  USDA. 

Matt  Triggs,  assistant  legislative  di¬ 
rector  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation,  when  asked  if  he  wanted 
the  inspection  under  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  as  at  present  said : 

By  all  means.  *  *  *  They  (our  members) 
have  been  satisfied  with  the  voluntary  in¬ 
spection  and  its  administration. 

Reuben  Johnson,  assistant  coordinator 
of  legislative  services  for  the  National 
Farmers  Union,  said  in  his  testimony 
March  6,  1957: 

It  seems  largely  the  result  of  growing 
sentiment  in  this  committee  and  in  Con¬ 
gress  for  a  poultry  inspection  law  that  the 
great  majority  of  poultry  processors  now  em¬ 
brace  the  principle  of  mandatory  Federal 
poultry  inspection.  We  note  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  has  again  this  year 
spoken  strongly  for  such  a  law. 

Charles  D.  Hawks,  general  manager  of 
the  Arkansas  Poultry  Federation,  in 
testifying  for  compulsory  inspection  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  said: 

We  are  confident  that  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  will  utilize  existing  facilities  with 
the  same  confidence  our  poultry  industry 
has  placed  in  them. 

Herbert  Beyers,  Norbest  Turkey  Grow¬ 
ers  Association;  Ralph  Blackham,  presi¬ 


dent.  Utah  Poultry  Council;  H.  M.  Black- 
hurst,  general  manager,  Utah  Poultry 
Farmers  Cooperative;  Eldon  Westen- 
skow,  president,  Utah  Turkey  Federa¬ 
tion,  have  all  wired  me  strongly  in  pro¬ 
test  of  transferring  poultry  inspection  to 
the  Agriculture  Research  Service. 

n.  THIS  SUGGESTED  CHANGE  IS  SUDDEN  AND 
DISRUPTIVE 

The  change  came  like  a  bolt  out  of  the 
blue.  While  there  was  a  suggestion  at 
the  hearing  before  the  House  Agricul¬ 
tural  Committee  that  inspection  should 
be  placed  under  the  Pure  Food  and  Drug 
Act,  there  wasn’t  the  slightest  intimation 
in  all  the  testimony  I  heard  that  it 
should  be  transferred  to  the  Agriculture 
Research  Service. 

In  testifying  before  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  yesterday.  Secretary  Benson  said 
that  while  he  took  no  firm  position 
against  the  transfer,  he  did  think  that 
inasmuch  as  his  Department  of  Market¬ 
ing  Service  was  now  making  the  transfer 
from  voluntary  to  compulsory  inspection 
and  would  have  to  add  440  new  plants 
by  January  1,  1959,  for  the  present  at 
least,  the  inspection  should  be  left  where 
it  is — with  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service.  The  Department  under  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  already  has  the  au¬ 
thority  to  take  the  transfer  if  and  when 
that  is  advisable. 

One  high-ranking  member  of  the  De¬ 
partment  told  me  that  the  Department 
already  is  enough  involved  and  has 
enough  “hay  down”  Without  having  di¬ 
rectives  of  this  type  added  to  their 
burdens. 

in.  COMPETITION  BETWEEN  RED  MEATS  AND 

POULTRY  MAKE  THE  TRANSFER  INADVISABLE 

The  poultry  industry  now  ranks  third 
in  size  among  the  branches  of  agricul¬ 
ture  in  production.  Turkey  consumption 
per  individual  has  tripled  since  1940  and 
the  consumption  of  broilers  and  chick¬ 
ens  has  doubled. 

This  growing  importance  of  poultry 
with  its  competition  with  red  meats 
would  justify  an  inspection  service  by 
itself.  Poultry  raisers  in  their  alarm 
tell  me  that  the  poultry  inspection  could 
be  made  a  stepchild  of  the  red  meat  in¬ 
dustry,  which,  according  to  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  our  own  Agricultural  Appropri¬ 
ations  Subcommittee  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit¬ 
ten],  has  a  terrific,  powerful  lobby.  Our 
producers  say  that  the  power  of  the  lobby 
could  grind  their  processors  under  its 
heel  and  absolutely  ruin  their  industry. 

IV.  THE  AMOUNT  OF  MONEY  TO  BE  SAVED  IS 
QUESTIONABLE 

The  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
already  uses  the  meat  inspection  branch 
inspectors  in  60  plants.  They  are  cross¬ 
using  inspectors  as  far  as  possible  and 
wherever  it  can  be  done.  Their  inspec¬ 
tors  are  now  overworked  and  going  at 
full  speed  ahead;  in  fact,  they  need  many 
more  people  than  they  have. 

In  summary,  then,  I  appeal  to  our 
great  Committee  on  Appropriations  to 
give  thoughtful  consideration  in  confer¬ 
ence  that  they  favor  leaving  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  compulsory  inspection  of 
poultry  where  it  is,  namely,  in  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service,  for  the  pres¬ 
ent  at  least. 


My  reasons  are:  First,  the  poultry  in¬ 
dustry  demands  that  the  inspection  re¬ 
main  with  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service. 

Second,  the  change  is  sudden  and 
disruptive. 

Third,  competition  between  red  meats 
and  poultry  make  the  transfer  inadvis¬ 
able. 

Fourth,  the  amount  of  money  to  be 
saved  is  questionable. 

Fifth,  the  disruptive  change  is  unjus¬ 
tified  at  this  time  when  450  plants  are 
ready  to  go  under  compulsory  inspection 
between  May  and  June  and  over  800 
must  all  be  under  Federal  compulsory 
inspection  by  January  1,  1959. 

In  my  opinion,  it  would  be  far  better 
to  let  the  Department  work  out  its  prob¬ 
lem  than  to  bring  about  further  con¬ 
fusion  by  forcing  a  sudden,  disruptive 
change  upon  it. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
desire  to  the  gentleman  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Budge], 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  in  its  re¬ 
port  on  this  measure  and  in  the  hear¬ 
ings  has  failed  to  give  credit  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident  for  his  constructive  proposals  for 
the  future  financing  of  the  rural  electri¬ 
fication  program. 

The  President  in  his  budget  message 
spoke  of  the  growing  capacity  and  heav¬ 
ier  transmission  and  distribution  facility 
needs  and  said:  # 

It  would  be  in  the  public  interest  to 
broaden  the  sources  of  capital  from  which 
the  REA  system  may  obtain  the  financing 
necessary  for  continued  growth  and  adequate 
services  to  consumers. 

The  President  was  prompted  to  make 
these  recommendations  because  of  the 
changing  characteristics  of  rural  areas; 
the  large  amounts  of  new  capital  that 
will  be  needed  by  the  system  to  meet  the 
future  electric  and  telephone  require¬ 
ments;  the  growing  internal  soundness 
of  borrower  operations ;  and  the  demands 
on  the  Federal  Treasury  for  national 
security  and  defense  requirements. 

The  administration  has  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  that  will  make  it  possible  for  REA 
borrowers  to  obtain  credit  from  private 
sources  as  well  as  directly  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  It  is  essential  that  the 
credit  base  for  the  rural  electric  and 
telephone  system  be  broadened  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  their  continued  growth  and  ade¬ 
quate  service  to  consumers.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  capital  funds  needed  to  fi¬ 
nance  the  growing  demand  for  electric 
power  in  rural  areas  during  the  next 
generation  will  exceed  the  $3Mj  billion 
loaned  by  the  Federal  Government  to 
REA  borrowers  during  their  first  22  years 
of  operation. 

The  magnitude  of  these  requirements 
and  the  urgency  of  meeting  national  se¬ 
curity  and  defense  needs  made  it  impera¬ 
tive  to  find  an  adequate  source  of  funds 
for  REA  loans  other  than  the  Federal 
Treasury. 

The  objective  of  bringing  central  sta¬ 
tion  electric  services  to  rural  areas  en¬ 
visaged  when  the  law  was  passed  22  years 
ago  has  been  95  percent  realized.  The 
characteristics  of  rural  areas  have 
changed  substantially  through  the  de- 
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search  Service  which  I  mentioned  a  few 
minutes  ago. 

I  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  in¬ 
clude  here  as  part  of  my  statement  my  letter 
of  January  8  to  Mr.  Byron  T.  Shaw,  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service, 
and  the  reply  which  I  received,  dated  Janu¬ 
ary  28,  from  Acting  Administrator,  M.  R. 
Clarkson. 

This  exchange  of  correspondence  follows: 

House  op  Representatives, 
Wellington,  D.  C.,  January  8,  1958. 
Mr.  Byron  T.  Shaw, 

Administrator,  Agricultural  Research 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Shaw:  As  a  result  of  my  efforts 
in  behalf  of  more  effective  meat-inspection 
programs,  I  have  been  hearing  more  and 
more  frequently  from  people  engaged  in  this 
work  on  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels 
and,  of  course,  what  these  complaints  usu¬ 
ally  come  down  to  is  the  old,  old  problem  of 
insufficient  funds  for  proper  enforcement 
work.  I  know  the  meat  inspection  branch, 
for  instance,  is  working  under  handicaps 
right  now  for  that  same  reason. 

Recently,  however,  I  was  advised  of  one 
case  where  an  inspector  assigned  to  a  com¬ 
paratively  small  plant  was  forced  to  work 
completely  on  his  own,  with  no  professional 
or  iay  assistant,  and  X  wonder  how  wide¬ 
spread  this  practice  is. 

As  this  particular  case  was  described  to 
me:  “With  just  one  veterinary  inspector  and 
no  lay  help,  the  ante  mortem  starts  1  hour 
before  the  kill  begins.  Then  there  is  8  or  9 
hours  of  inspection  work  on  the  line  itself. 
On  the  line  means  just  that,  with  no  spell 
outs,  no  sitting  down  at  any  time,  no  rest 
period.  This  means  the  inspector  cannot 
check  the  loading  operations,  or  do  any  ante 
mortem  on  new  hogs  that  come  in  all  during 
the  day.  Just  suppose  an  anthrax  hog  were 
to  be  sent  down  the  line  and  not  caught 
until  it  reached  the  inspector  on  the  line. 
The  10-minute  breaks  twice  daily  and  the 
30-minute  lunch  time  are  used  to  hurriedly 
check  a  thousand  and  one  things  that  must 
be  seen  to,  such  as  the  tanks.  Discounting 
the  fact  that  it  is  just  too  much  work  for 
one  man,  we  still  have  the  fact  that  it  is 
physically  impossible  for  him  to  be  in  more 
than  one  place  at  the  same  time.  The  plant 
is  not  getting  the  inspection  service  it  should 
be  able  to  expect.  I  don’t  know  how' many 
plants  there  are  where  this  problem  exists, 
but  I  do  know  that  we  are  rather  desperate 
about  it  here.” 

I  would  very  much  appreciate  your  com¬ 
ments  on  these  points,  with  particular  refer¬ 
ence  to  how  widespread  this  kind  of  work¬ 
load  is.  Does  the  budget  prevent  your  cor¬ 
recting  this  matter  or  is  it  lack  of  trained 
personnel?  If  the  budget  is  the  main  factor, 
are  you  asking  for  a  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion?  Does  the  new  budget  provide  sufficient 
funds  to  prevent  this  kind  of  overload  on 
your  inspectors? 

I  hope  you  realize,  my  interest  in  this  is 
to  try  to  help  correct  what  appears  to  me 
from  this  case  I  cited  to  be  a  terribly  bad 
situation,  both  for  your  inspectors  and  also 
for  the  public. 

With  best  wishes,  I  am, 

Sincerely  yours, 

Leonor  K.  (Mrs.  John  B.)  Sullivan, 
Member  of  Congress ,  Third  District, 
Missouri. 

United  States 

Department  op  Agriculture, 
Agricultural  Research  Service, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  January  28,  1958. 
Hon.  Leonor  K.  Sullivan, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Congresswoman  Sullivan:  Thank 
you  for  your  interest  and  concern  in  behalf  of 
a  more  effective  Federal  meat-inspection  pro¬ 
gram  as  expressed  to  us  in  your  letter  of 
January  8. 


As  of  December  31,  1957,  demands  for  in¬ 
spection  reached  a  new  high,  with  our  Meat 
Inspection  Division  serving  1,270  establish¬ 
ments  in  506  cities  and  towns.  This  is  an 
increase  of  almost  20  percent,  when  compared 
with  the  number  of  establishments  serviced 
as  of  June  1954.  Of  this  number  there  are 
approximately  193  meatpacking  plants  where 
slaughtering  is  performed,  and  only  1  inspec¬ 
tor  is  assigned. 

The  conditions  described  in  your  example 
of  the  single  inspector  assigned  to  a  small 
plant  where  slaughter  operations  are  con¬ 
ducted  illustrate  one  of  the  most  difficult 
situations  with  which  we  are  confronted  in 
attempting  to  provide  the  kind  of  inspection 
service  that  is  needed.  In  order  for  the  one 
inspector  to  provide  the  essential  service, 
such  as  you  outlined  in  your  letter,  it  is  nec¬ 
essary  for  him  to  hold  up  operations  on  the 
killing  floor  while  making  antemortem  in¬ 
spection  and  giving  necessary  supervision  to 
other  operations. 

At  larger  plants  it  is  possible  for  a  given 
inspection  force  to  adjust  to  meet  variations 
in  volume  of  kill  within  a  fairly  wide  range. 
It  is  much  more  difficult,  however,  to  adjust 
to  meet  the  increased  workload  that  results 
from  an  increase  in  the  number  of  plants  re¬ 
quiring  inspection.  Only  by  the  skilled  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  principles  of  personnel 
utilization  is  it  possible  to  meet  our  growing 
obligations  to  the  public,  and,  of  course,  our 
obligations  to  the  inspectors. 

The  1959  budget  estimates  include  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $500,000  to  help  meet  the  increased 
workload  in  meat  inspection. 

We  appreciate  the  interest  you  have  shown 
in  this  matter.  You  may  be  assured  that  we 
are  making  every  effort  to  carry  out  as  effec¬ 
tively  as  possible  our  responsibilities  under 
the  Meat  Inspection  Act.  We  could  not  oper¬ 
ate  as  effectively  as  we  do  without  the  fine 
spirit  of  cooperation  and  devotion  to  duty 
of  our  inspection  force. 

Sincerely  yours, 

M.  R.  Clarkson, 

Acting  Administrator. 

(Mrs.  SULLIVAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Trimble].  ' 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
disturbed  by  the  action  putting  all  meat 
and  poultry  inspection  in  the  same  fund. 
Legislation  was  passed  last  year  allow¬ 
ing  the  poultry  industry  to  have  an  in¬ 
spection  service  of  its  own,  as  distin¬ 
guished  from  the  so-called  red-meat  in¬ 
dustry.  My  fear  is  that  those  skilled  in 
inspection  of  red  meats  will  not  be  com¬ 
pletely  equipped  to  properly  inspect  the 
poultry  industry.  The  same  would  apply 
to  those  skilled  in  the  Poultry  Inspection 
Service  were  they  required  to  inspect  in 
the  red-meat  area.  Poultry  has  devel¬ 
oped  into  one  of  the  major  farm  indus¬ 
tries  of  our  country.  I  hope  when  the 
bill  goes  to  conference  the  language  can 
be  classified  to  more  clearly  indicate  pro¬ 
tections  which  the  poultry  industry  now 
fears  is  not  clear  in  this  bill. 

I  wish  to  express  my  appreciation  to 
the  committee  for  the  overall  great  job 
W’hich  they  have  done  on  this  bill. 

(Mr.  TRIMBLE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
ni8<rks  ) 

Mr.‘  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Beck- 
worth]  . 

Mr.  BECKWORTH.  Mr.  Chairman, 
many  people  of  the  east  Texas  area  are 


quite  concerned  with  the  provision  in 
this  bill,  H.  R.  11767,  which  deals  with 
meat  inspection,  as  has  been  evidenced 
by  the  questions  which  have  been  asked 
today  and  the  comments  which  have 
been  made. 

People  who  look  to  the  land  for  a 
living  in  east  Texas — a  family-size  farm¬ 
ing  area — have  been  having  considerable 
financial  difficulty  for  a  number  of  years. 
In  my  home  county  of  Upshur,  the  num¬ 
ber  of  cotton  allotments  in  1950  was 
1,577;  in  1955,  the  number  was  594. 
Some  of  the  cotton  allotment  figures 
pertaining  to  other  counties  in  east 
Texas  follow : 


Wood: 

1950 _ 

1955 _ 

Smith : 

1950 _ 

1955 _ 

Shelby: 

1950 . . 

1955 _ 

Rusk : 

1950 _ 

1955 _ 

Panola: 

1950 _ 

1955 _ 

Gregg: 

1950 _ 

1955 _ 

Van  Zandt: 

1950 _ 

1955 _ 

Camp: 

1950 _ 

1955 _ 


Allotments 

_ 1,904 

_  752 


2.  695 
1,467 

2,  482 

1,  344 

2,  967 
1,816 

1,969 
1.  242 

417 

241 


2,  601 
1,  752 

1,  09  4 
403 


It  is  obvious  the  number  of  cotton  al¬ 
lotments  has  greatly  decreased.  The 
same  thing  is  true  in  another  one  of  our 
price -supported  crops,  namely,  peanuts. 
When  many  of  our  people  were  com¬ 
pelled  to  give  up  the  growing  of  cotton 
and  peanuts,  they  began  businesses  of 
growing  broilers.  As  a  result  of  much 
effort  and  hard  work,  at  times  this  busi¬ 
ness  has  progressed  in  a  rather  satis¬ 
factory  manner. 

Last  fall  when  I  was  at  home,  I  visited 
all  of  the  counties  in  our  area  and  fre¬ 
quently  found  there  was  considerable 
worry  because  of  the  low  price  of  broil¬ 
ers.  When  I  returned  to  Washington,  I 
immediately  reported  that  which  I  had 
found  to  the  United  States  Department 
of  Agriculture,  January  6,  1958. 

When  the  poultry  inspection  bill  was 
passed,  according  to  my  information,  it 
was  the  understanding  of  the  broiler 
people  that  their  operations  would  be 
inspected  by  a  setup  not  tied  in  with  the 
red-meat  inspection  division  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  In  the  last 
few  days  much  concern  has  been  ex¬ 
pressed  to  me  by  people  interested  in  the 
welfare  of  the  broiler  industry  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  possibility  that  the 
broiler  industry  under  the  language  of 
the  present  agricultural  appropriations 
bill,  will  become  a  part  of  the  red-meat 
inspection  division  of  the  United  States 
Agriculture  Department.  .  Our  people  do 
not  want  this,  I  am  told.  They  perfer 
that  poultry  be  in  a  class  of  inspection 
to  itself.  It  is  my  hope  that  the  state¬ 
ments  concerning  poultry  inspection 
made  by  the  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  today  will  clarify  the  position  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee  so  that  the 
position  of  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
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tee  will  be  in  harmony  with  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  the 
Poultry  Subcommittee  of  that  commit¬ 
tee  of  which  Representative  Watts,  of 
Kentucky  was  and  is  the  chairman — the 
very  subcommittee  that  wrote  the  Poul¬ 
try  Inspection  Act. 

It  is  very  necessary  to  our  area  that 
the  poultry  industry  be  prosperous. 
Money  has  been  loaned  to  this  industry 
by  local  banks  and  credit  has  been  ex¬ 
tended  to  this  industry  by  local  busi¬ 
nesses.  I  thrust  the  Agricultural  Sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  will  make  every  effort  to  be  sure 
that  the  poultry  industry  is  not  placed 
at  a  disadvantage  with  any  other  meat 
industry. 

I  include  at  this  point  a  letter  written 
to  me  by  Mr.  Don  Paarlberg,  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  January  28,  1958: 

Department  op  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  January  21,  1958. 
Hon.  Lindley  Beckworth, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Congressman  Beckworth  :  The 
broiler  Industry,  about  which  you  Inquire  In 
your  letter  ot  January  6,  has  Increased  out¬ 
put  for  the  United  States  as  a  whole  several¬ 
fold.  Just  In  the  last  decade.  The  Increase 
has  been  so  rapid  that  even  with  record  con¬ 
sumer  Incomes,  prices  has  declined  to  rela¬ 
tively  low  levels.  In  view  of  the  large 
supplies  of  feeds  at  relatively  low  prices  and 
the  institutional  nature  of  the  broiler  In¬ 
dustry.  our  analysts  foresee  little  likelihood 
of  any  Increase  In  average  broiler  prices  for 
1958,  as  compared  with  the  past  2  years. 

In  the  past  decade  or  so,  the  broiler  in¬ 
dustry  has  adopted  several  novel  techniques 
for  conducting  business  among  the  different 
functional  agencies  Involved.  A  number  of 
these  are  described  In  an  enclosed  publica¬ 
tion,  A- Summary  of  Selected  Recent  Studies 
on  Broiler  Financing  and  Contracting. 
Moreover,  as  you  are  aware,  tremendous  im¬ 
provements  have  been  made  In  poultry  feeds 
so  that  the  quantity  of  feed  required  per 
pound  of  gain  has  been  substantially  re¬ 
duced.  These  two  developments,  underway 
simultaneously,  account  for  the  continued 
expansion  In  broiler  output,  despite  prices 
which  seem  relatively  low  by  earlier  stand¬ 
ards. 

Under  the  very  highly  competitive  condi¬ 
tions  which  now  prevail  in  the  broiler  In¬ 
dustry,  the  price  of  broilers  is  not  likely  to 
show  the  margin  above  costs  per  pound  that 
has  been  shown  in  some  earlier  years.  The 
average  scale  of  broiler-producing  operations 
now,  of  course,  is  much  above  that  of  the 
past. 

The  prevailing  situation  and  1958  outlook 
for  broilers  is  discussed  in  some  detail  in 
the  Poultry  and  Egg  Situation  issued  last 
November.  A  copy  is  enclosed.  In  this  re¬ 
port,  as  well  as  in  the  above  paragraphs,  the 
discussion  is  presented  mostly  in  terms  of 
United  States  averages  and  totals.  Unfor¬ 
tunately,  we  do  not  have  detailed  data  for 
parts  of  States.  However,  prices  move  more 
or  less  similarly  in  all  of  the  commercial 
broiler  areas  of  the  United  States. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Don  Paarlberg. 

(Mr.  BECKWORTH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 

hie  rptnorlre  ) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Natcher]. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  again  brings  to 


the  floor  of  the  House  for  your  approval 
the  annual  appropriation  bill  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

It  is  an  honor  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Appropri¬ 
ations  and  to  serve  with  our  able  chair¬ 
man,  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten].  It  is  a  pleas¬ 
ure  serving  with  the  other  members  of 
this  subcommittee. 

We  are  fortunate  to  have  as  our 
executive  secretary,  Ross  P.  Pope. 

BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1959 

The  budget  for  fiscal  year  1959  calls 
for  expenditures  totaling  some  $73,900,- 
000,000.  The  requests  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agen¬ 
cies  represent  6.7  percent  of  the  entire 
budget  for  fiscal  year  1959.  After  de¬ 
ducting  loan  authorizations  and  restora¬ 
tion  of  capital  impairment  for  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  we  find  that 
Agriculture  receives  only  some  4.8  per¬ 
cent. 

We  know  full  well  that  annual  ap¬ 
propriations  for  Agriculture  certainly  do 
not  solve  all  problems  confronting  our 
farmers  today.  In  order  to  be  success¬ 
ful  we  must  permit  our  farmers  to  farm. 

REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 

This  bill  provides  an  annual  appropri¬ 
ation  of  $1,456,588,653  for  regular  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
This  is  $152,390,195  less  than  the  $1,608,- 
978,848  approved  for  fiscal  year  1958. 
We  recommend  $1,760,399,886  for  cor¬ 
porations.  This  particular  amount  is  to 
restore  capital  impairment  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  through  June 
30,  1957  under  price  support  and  re¬ 
lated  activities.  Of  this  amount  only 
$739,606,640  represents  losses  on  com¬ 
modities  handled  and  the  balance  of 
$1,020,793,246  is  for  storage,  handling, 
transportation,  administration  and  in¬ 
terest  costs  paid  to  individuals  and  com¬ 
panies  other  than  agricultural  produc¬ 
ers.  For  research  we  recommend  $58,- 
444,890.  This  is  $650,000  more  than  the 
amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1958.  For  plant  and  animal  disease  and 
pest  control  we  suggest  a  total  appropri¬ 
ation  of  $41,732,000;  for  meat  inspection 
$24,326,000.  We  recommend  appropri¬ 
ations  for  State  experiment  stations 
totaling  $30,603,708,  with  this  being  the 
same  amount  appropriated  for  1958. 

For  Marketing  Research  and  Agricul¬ 
ture  Estimates  we  recommend  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $14,095,000.  For  Market¬ 
ing  Service  we  recommend  $14,097,000. 
For  our  school-lunch  program  we  rec¬ 
ommend  $100  million  which  is  the  same 
amount  appropriated  for  1958  and  in 
addition  to  this  amount  our  bill  con¬ 
tains  language  transferring  $55  million 
to  this  appropriation  from  section  32 
funds  for  purchase  and  distribution  of 
additional  agriculture  commodities  for 
school-lunch  use.  We  recommend  $580 
million  for  the  Soil  Bank  programs,  with 
$250  million  of  this  amount  going  to  the 
conservation  reserve,  and  $330  million 
to  the  acreage  reserve  portion  of  the 
Soil  Bank.  The  acreage  reserve  section, 
of  course,  expires  at  the  close  of  the  year 
1958.  We  recommend  an  appropriation 
totaling  $128,615,000  for  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service.  This  is  an  increase  of  $7 


million  over  the  amount  appropriated 
for  fiscal  year  1958.  We  recommend 
$50,715,000  for  payments  to  the  States 
and  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico 
for  our  Extension  Service.  This  amount 
added  to  the  $5,479,375  set  up  for  re¬ 
tirement  costs  for  extension  agents, 
$1,868,480  for  penalty  mail  and  $2,096,- 
540  for  Federal  Extension  Service  makes 
a  total  of  $60,159,395  for  our  Extension 
Service.  We  recommend  $235  million  for 
our  Agricultural  Conservation  Program 
Service  and  the  proposal  from  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  reducing  the  advance 
1959  program  authorization  from  the 
$250  million  level  which  has  been  in 
effect  since  the  year  1955  to  $125  million 
for  the  coming  year  was  refused.  Our 
committee  has  restored  the  full  $250 
million  program  for  1959  and  we  recom¬ 
mend  approval  of  this  action  by  the 
Members  of  the  House. 

In  our  Second  Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priation  Act  of  1958  amounts  totaling 
$1,745,631,868  were  approved  for  special 
activities. 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATION 

We  recommend  loan  authorizations 
totaling  $569,500,000  for  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration  and  Farmers 
Home  Administration.  This  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $121  million  over  the  1958  au¬ 
thorizations. 

PROBLEMS  CONFRONTING  AGRICULTURE 

Agriculture  must  be  viewed  in  the 
terms  of  the  entire  national  economy 
and  especially  in  relation  to  the  other 
major  segments  such  as  labor,  business, 
and  industry. 

The  net  income  of  the  farmer  today 
is  approximately  $11*4  billion,  and  farm 
mortgage  debt  outstanding  on  January 
1,  1958,  amounted  to  $10,600,000,000. 
Agriculture  is  undergoing  a  cost-price 
squeeze,  and  every  effort  should  be  made 
to  see  that  the  interest  of  our  farmers 
is  fully  protected. 

Agriculture  generally  will  become 
more  important  as  our  population  in¬ 
creases.  In  the  continental  United 
States  we  have  1,009,000,000  acres  of 
land.  Of  this  amount  409  million  is  in 
cropland;  700  million  in  nonforested 
pasture  and  grassland;  606  million  in 
forest  and  woodland;  and  189  million 
acres  in  desert  or  devoted  to  towns,  cit¬ 
ies,  and  other  restricted  nonagriculture 
uses.  We  are  blest  with  an  inheritance 
of  fertile  lands.  We  know  that  our 
cropland  potential  is  limited,  and  before 
too  many  years  pass,  our  population  in¬ 
crease  will  overtake  and  pass  the  slow 
expansion  of  agricultural  production  to¬ 
day.  Growing  cities,  airport  runways 
and  better  roads  are  taking  over  a  mil¬ 
lion  acres  or  more  of  cultivatable  land 
each  year. 

Today  96  percent  of  our  farms  are 
family  operations  and  this  is  about  the 
same  condition  that  has  existed  for  25 
years.  Farms  today  are  39  percent 
larger  than  they  were  in  1940,  and  the 
total  investment  per  farm  has  increased 
from  $6,100  to  $27,000  in  17  years.  The 
investment  in  machinery  is  about  8 
times  as  great  as  it  was  in  1940  and  the 
number  of  motor  vehicles  has  increased 
nearly  3  times  during  the  same  period. 
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NEED  FOR  RESEARCH,  MARKETING,  AND 
UTILIZATION  PROGRAMS 


Our  present-day  farm  problems  are 
tremendously  complex  and  there  is  no 
easy  answer.  The  great  scientific  revo¬ 
lution  taking  place  today  in  the  field  of 
research  must  take  into  consideration 
agriculture.  In  order  to  protect  agn- 
cultue  we  must  continue  our  research, 
marketing  and  utilization  programs. 

Our  surplus  accumulated  as  the  re¬ 
sult  of  under  consumption  rather  than 
overproduction.  New  markets  and  new 
uses  are  now  necessary  for  our  agricul¬ 
tural  products.  .  , 

Living  as  we  are  today  in  the  atomic 
age  and  with  the  secrets  of  outer  space 
soon  to  be  common  knowledge,  legisla¬ 
tion  should  be  immediately  enacted  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  setting  aside  and  storage 
of  a  large  portion  of  our  storable  surplus 
commodities  for  use  in  case  of  emer¬ 
gencies.  This  action  should  no  longer  be 
delayed. 

AGRICULTURE  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

Our  agriculture  conservation  program 
serves  1,258,000  farmers  and  1,210,347 
farms  and  ranches.  This  program  has 
been  in  existence  for  over  20  years  and 
has  many  achievements  to  its  credit. 
Budget  requests  sent  to  our  committee 
authorized  $125  million  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  share  of  conservation  payments 
for  1959.  This  is  $125  million  less  than 
the  amount  authorized  for  1958.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  great  service  accom¬ 
plished  by  this  program  and  the  number 
participating  we  are  called  upon  to  re¬ 
duce  conservation  payments  by  50  per¬ 
cent. 

Just  by  way  of  comparison,  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  section  of  the  Soil 
Bank  serves  less  than  100,000  farmers. 
Here  we  are  requested  to  appropriate 
$350  million  for  fiscal  year  1959.  This 
is  an  increase  of  $187,060,000  over  the 
amount  appropriated  for  1958.  We  cer¬ 
tainly  could  not  recommend  to  this  com¬ 
mittee  that  we  reduce  ACP  payments 
one-half  and  increase  conservation  re¬ 
serve  section  of  the  Soil  Bank  in  the 
amount  requested.  In  Kentucky  we  only 
have  688  participants  in  the  conservation 
reserve  program  for  1957.  Every  State 
participates  in  the  ACP  program,  but 
this  does  not  apply  to  the  conservation 
reserve  section  of  the  Soil  Bank.  Ap¬ 
propriating  money  for  these  two  particu¬ 
lar  departments  in  the  amounts  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  neither  sound  nor  proper  at  the 
present  time. 

We  recommend  authorization  of  $250 
million  for  ACP  program  payments  for 
1959  and  $250  million  for  conservation 
reserve  for  1959.  In  addition  we  recom¬ 
mend  $235  million  for  the  regular  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  service. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

We  must  continue  our  soil  and  water 
conservation  practices.  Next  to  our  chil¬ 
dren,  our  greatest  asset  is  water. 

Conserving  our  soil  and  water  resources 
is  one  of  the  main  problems  confronting 
our  Soil  Conservation  Service.  My  home 
State  of  Kentucky  has  benefited  as  much 
from  this  service  as  any  State  in  the 
Union.  In  Kentucky  we  have  122  soil 
conservation  districts  and  85,495  farmers 
participating. 


Scientific  advancements  naturally 
must  depend  upon  our  total  physical  and 
economic  strength. 

It  is  imperative  that  we  use  and  con¬ 
serve  our  natural  resources  in  the  proper 
manner.  The  first  soil  conservation  dis¬ 
trict  was  organized  over  20  years  ago. 
Today  over  90  percent  of  our  farms  and 
ranchlands  are  within  the  boundaries  of 
self-governing  local  units.  Today  we 
have  over  2,770  soil  conservation  districts 
operating  in  every  State  and  Territory  of 
our  Nation.  This  is  a  splendid  example 
of  successful  Federal,  State,  and  local  co¬ 
operation.  Among  the  services  rendered 
by  our  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  furnished  in  soil  and 
water  conservation  work  on  individual 
farms  and  ranches;  assistance  to  the  11 
watersheds  authorized  for  flood  preven¬ 
tion  work ;  demonstration  of  the  value  of 
watershed  treatment  measures  on  55 
pilot  watershed  projects;  cooperation 
with  local  organizations  and  watershed 
protection  and  flood  prevention  projects 
as  authorized  under  Public  Law  566  and 
technical  aid  on  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  problems  in  the  agricultural  conser¬ 
vation  program,  the  Soil  Bank,  soil  and 
water  conservation  loan  program  of  the 
Farmers’  Home  Administration,  and 
rural  development  programs. 

For  fiscal  year  1959  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  requested  $72,280,000  for 
conservation  operations;  $14  million  for 
watershed  protection;  $13,220,000  for 
flood  prevention;  $335,000  for  water 
conservation  and  utilization  projects, 
and  $10  million  for  the  Great  Plains  con¬ 
servation  program.  This  makes  a  total 
of  $109,835,000,  and  this  amount  is  $11,- 
780,000  less  than  the  amount  appropri¬ 
ated  for  1958.  During  the  hearings  we 
carefully  analyzed  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  request  and  clearly  indicated  our 
disapproval  of  the  amounts  requested. 
A  few  days  later,  on  March  12,  amend¬ 
ments  were  received  from  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  increasing  watershed  protec¬ 
tion  from  $14  million  to  $24  million  and 
flood  prevention  frbm  $13,220,000  to'  $17,- 
220,000.  Again  we  reviewed  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  requests  and  we 
recommended  $74,780,000  for  conserva¬ 
tion  operations — an  increase  of  $2,500,- 
000;  for  watershed  protection  $25,500,- 
000 — an  increase  of  $1,500,000;  $18  mil¬ 
lion  for  flood  prevention;  $335,000  for 
water  conservation  and  utilization  proj¬ 
ects;  and  $10  million  for  the  Great  Plains 
conservation  program  which  makes  an 
overall  total  for  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice  of  $128,615,000.  This  is  $7  million 
more  than  the  amount  appropriated  for 
1958. 

The  increase  recommended  by  this 
committee  will  insure  sufficient  techni¬ 
cians  to  staff  existing  districts  properly, 
and  provide  technical  assistance  to  new 
districts  as  they  are  established. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

REA  is  one  of  the  great  achievements 
of  our  present-day  Government.  Today 
95  percent  of  our  farmers  have  electrical 
service,  and  there  are  nearly  5  million 
consumers  in  the  United  States.  Every 
county  in  my  district  is  served  by  REA 
and  the  first  REA  loan  obtained  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  was  obtained  by  the  Henderson- 
Union  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Cor¬ 
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poration.  We  have  heard  much  discus¬ 
sion  during  the  past  few  months  con¬ 
cerning  proposed  legislation  to  increase 
interest  rates  for  REA  loans  and  provi¬ 
sions  for  private  loans  in  addition  to 
Government  loans.  There  is  a  place  in 
this  country  for  both  private  and  public 
power  and  under  no  circumstances 
should  we  destroy  our  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  program. 

Loan  authorizations  requested  by  the 
Department  for  1959  for  rural  electrifi¬ 
cation  amounted  to  $150  million  and  the 
sum  of  $56  million  was  requested  for 
rural  telephone  service.  Our  hearings 
developed  the  fact  that  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  requests  for  fiscal  year  1959  would 
total  approximately  $300  million  and  that 
the  request  for  $150  million  was  hinged 
on  the  fact  that  legislation  would  be  in¬ 
troduced  and  passed  providing  for  the 
balance  necessary  for  REA  loans  for  fiscal 
year  1959. 

Realizing  the  seriousness  of  the  present 
situation  and  keeping  in  mind  that  the 
sure  way  to  destroy  REA  is  to  increase 
interest  rates  and  to  make  loans  more 
difficult  to  secure,  we  recommend  loan 
authorization  for  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  loans  for  fiscal  year  1959 
in  the  sum  of  $300  million;  for  rural  tele¬ 
phone  loans  in  the  sum  of  $60  million  and 
further  recommend  a  contingency  fund 
of  $25  million  for  each  program. 

SCHOOL-LUNCH  PROGRAM 

Ten  million  eight  hundred  and  thirty- 
one  thousand  two  hundred  and  fifty 
elementary-  and  secondary-school  chil¬ 
dren  participated  in  the  school  lunch 
program  in  our  States  and  Territories 
during  fiscal  year  1957.  Fifty-seven 
thousand  five  hundred  and  fifty-five  ele¬ 
mentary  and  secondary  schools  partici¬ 
pated.  We  have  36,656,246  children  en¬ 
rolled  in  our  elementary  and  secondary 
schools  and  the  total  participation  in 
the  school  lunch  program  amounted  to 
29.5  percent. 

In  1957  we  had  654,784  children  in  the 
elementary  and  secondary  schools  in 
Kentucky  and  284,055  participated  in  the 
school-lunch  program  for  a  percentage 
of  43.4  percent.  The  total  number  par¬ 
ticipating  shows  the  importance  of  this 
program  to  my  home  State  of  Kentucky. 
We  had  1,346  elementary  and  secondary 
schools  participating.  For  1958  we  will 
receive  $2,327,207  in  Kentucky. 

Our  school-lunch  program  has  made  a 
vital  contribution  to  the  correction  of 
nutritional  deficiencies.  Every  dollar 
spent  in  the  school-lunch  program  helps 
the  farmer,  the  food  processor,  the 
vendor,  and  the  child. 

Many  essential  items  used  in  the  1957 
school-lunch  program  such  as  frozen 
hamburger  meat,  frozen  turkeys,  lard 
pork  and  gravy  in  cans,  lunch  meat, 
canned  ham,  fresh  cabbage,  and  pinto 
beans  are  not  in  the  1958  program.  For 
the  present  school  year  only  a  small 
amount  of  fresh  cabbage  and  pinto  beans 
were  received.  In  order  to  correct  this 
matter  we  recommend  an  appropriation 
of  $100  million  for  the  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  in  addition  we  recommend  au¬ 
thorization  of  use  of  section  32  funds 
totaling  $55  million  for  the  school-lunch 
program. 
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NEED  FOR  A  SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 
RESEARCH  LABORATORY  IN  KENTUCKY 

Soil  erosion  is  a  particularly  serious 
problem  to  a  majority  of  Kentucky’s 
193,000  farms.  The  high  percentage  of 
sloping  lands,  the  erosive  nature  of  many 
of  the  soils,  and  the  character  of  the 
rainstorms  create  an  erosion  problem 
which  is  more  serious  than  is  en¬ 
countered  over  much  of  the  Nation. 
Drought,  poor  drainage,  and  rapid  run¬ 
off  cause  control  problems  of  critical  im¬ 
portance  in  my  home  State.  Kentucky 
is  1  of  only  2  of  the  larger  States  in  the 
entire  humid  region  which  does  not  have 
federally  supported  cooperative  soil  and 
water  conservation  investigations.  A 
soil  and  water  conservation  reseach  fa¬ 
cility  should  be  established  in  Kentucky 
as  soon  as  possible.  Such  a  research 
laboratory  for  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  in  Kentucky  could  serve  the  follow¬ 
ing  land  resources  areas:  First,  the  Cum¬ 
berland  Plateau  section  of  the  Alle¬ 
ghenies  extending  into  southern  Ohio 
and  southwestern  Virginia;  second,  the 
Kentucky  Bluegrass  and  Nashville  Basin 
area;  third,  Highland  Rim  Knob  and  as¬ 
sociated  limestone  areas;  fourth,  western 
Kentucky,  southern  Indiana,  and  the 
sandstone  and  shale  area.  The  research 
needs  reports  prepared  annually  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  in  Kentucky 
and  adjoining  States  set  forth  many 
common  problems.  Technicians  in  these 
States  corporate  their  recommendations, 
and  research  areas  which  cross  State 
lines  use  information  from  all  available 
sources. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Our  Federal  Extension  Service  has 
been  in  existence  for  over  43  years.  In 
order  to  pass  along  to  our  people  the  re¬ 
sults  of  our  research,  new  achievements 
in  the  location  of  new  markets,  and  addi¬ 
tional  utilization  of  our-  agricultural 
commodities,  we  must  maintain  and 
strengthen  our  Extension  Service.  We 
recommend  the  sum  of  $50,715,000  for 
payments  to  the  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Rico;  $5,479,375  for  retire¬ 
ment  costs  for  Extension  agents;  $1,868,- 
480  for  penalty  mail;  $2,096,540  for  Fed¬ 
eral  Extension  Service.  The  total 
amount  recommended  for  Extension 
Service  is  $60,159,395. 

For  1958  Kentucky  received  $1,721,368 
and  will  receive  the  same  amount  for  the 
fiscal  year  1959.  Total  amount  received 
by  Kentucky  from  Federal  funds  for 
Extension  Service,  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act,  Smith-Lever  Act  as  amended, 
and  amount  from  the  State  makes  a  total 
for  use  in  extension  work  of  $3,113,- 
884.82. 

RURAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 

The  rural  development  program  is 
proving  successful  in  Kentucky.  Butler, 
Metcalfe  and  Elliott  are  the  rural  de¬ 
velopment  counties.  In  Butler  in  the 
Second  Congressional  District  we  have 
a  reawakening  of  civic  pride  and  a  new 
spirit  of  cooperation.  A  more  whole¬ 
some  environment  for  rural  youth  is  be¬ 
ing  fostered  by  the  program  and  this 
county  was  the  first  rural  develop¬ 
ment  county  in  Kentucky  to  complete 
its  drive  to  raise  funds  for  a  health 
center. 


COUNTY  AND  HOME  DEMONSTRATION  AGENTS 

County  and  home  demonstration 
agents  are  the  men  and  women  who  are 
directly  responsible  for  carrying  agricul¬ 
tural  information  to  our  farm  people. 
Their  salaries  have  never  been  high,  and 
in  my  opinion,  some  are  entirely  too  low 
today.  The  average  annual  salary  of 
county  extension  agents  for  the  United 
States  is  $6,581  and  average  home  dem¬ 
onstration  agents’  salary  is  $5,337.  The 
average  salary  in  my  home  State  of  Ken¬ 
tucky  is  $5,714  for  county  agents  and  for 
home  demonstration  agents  is  $4,686. 
Our  agents  received  a  slight  increase 
during  the  past  year,  but  the  salaries  in 
Kentucky  are  still  too  low. 

EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

We  recommend  a  total  of  $30,603,708 
for  State  experiment  stations.  Ken¬ 
tucky  received  $803,475.25  in  Federal 
funds  for  the  experiment  station  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky  during  fiscal  year 
1957  and  this  amount  together  with  non- 
Federal  funds  made  a  total  of  $2,072,- 
615.61. 

CONCLUSION 

Agriculture  must  prosper  if  the  Nation 
is  to  prosper,  and  the  American  farmer 
has  the  right  to  demand  a  standard  of 
living  in  keeping  with  the  contribution 
he  makes  to  the  national  economy.  We 
must  permit  our  farmer  to  farm  if  he  is 
to  be  successful.  As  a  prosperous  peo¬ 
ple  it  is  almost  an  impossibility  to  legis¬ 
late  scarcity  of  any  kind. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  committee  recom¬ 
mends  this  bill  to  the  Members  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  Why  is  it  that  in 
Rural  Electrification  this  year  the  appro¬ 
priation  is  double  what  it  was  before? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts  it  is  for  this 
reason:  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
made  a  request  for  $150  million  for  REA 
loans  for  the  fiscal  year  1959.  In  testi¬ 
fying  before  our  committee  they  made  it 
clear  that  it  was  hinged  on  one  thing 
and  that  was  passage  of  a  bill  that  would 
provide  loans  from  private  interests  as 
well  as  from  the  REA.  The  request  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  made  to 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  was  for  over 
$200  million.  One  hundred  and  fifty  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  was  allowed  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  but  they  realized  that  it 
would  take  at  least  $150  million  more 
for  loans  for  fiscal  year  1959. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  tell  us  about  how  much  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  owes  the  Federal  Government 
now? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  The  total  amount  Is 
something  over  $3  billion.  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  that  the 
sure  way  to  destroy  REA  is  to  increase 
interest  rates  and  make  loans  more  diffi¬ 
cult  to  secure.  REA  has  been  a  true 
friend  of  our  farmer  and  it  has  made  his 
life  more  enjoyable  and  also  that  of  his 
wife  and  family.  Just  think  of  the 
changes  on  our  farms  since  1935.  There 
is  a  place  in  this  country7  for  both  pri¬ 
vate  and  public  power. 


Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HORAN.  The  record  should  show 
that  it  is  a  very  small  proportion,  a  mere 
fraction  of  1  percent  of  the  total  amount 
of  the  loans  that  are  in  arrears.  It  is  a 
pretty  good  investment  when  repay¬ 
ments  are  in  such  good  order. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  that  comment. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  In  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  gentleman  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Nicholson],  it  should  be 
pointed  out  that  this  is  not  a  direct  ap¬ 
propriation  but  it  is  a  loan  authorization, 
and  as  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Horan]  so  well  stated,  practically 
all  of  this  money  will  return  to  the 
Treasury,  plus  interest  at  2  percent. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  The  gentleman  is 
correct  and  I  thank  him  for  his  com¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  has  expired. 

(Mr.  NATCHER  asked  and  was 
granted  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr.  Dixon]  may 
revise  and  extend  the  remarks  he  made 
recently. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Landrum]. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  extend 
the  remarks  I  made  recently  in  colloquy 
with  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Elliott]  such  time  as  he  may  desire. 

(Mr.  ELLIOTT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record)  . 

Mr.  ELLIOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.  R.  11767,  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  Farm  Credit  Admin¬ 
istration  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

I  find  myself  in  agreement  with  most 
of  the  things  the  committee  has  done  in 
this  bill.  The  Subcommittee  on  Agricul¬ 
tural  Appropriations  is  regarded  by  and 
large  as  one  of  the  most  able  subcom¬ 
mittees  of  the  entire  Congress. 

I  represent  an  agricultural  area.  I 
don’t  mind  saying  that  generally  I  feel 
at  ease  about  the  interests  of  agricul¬ 
ture  in  the  hands  of  the  chairman,  Mr. 
Whitten,  and  the  members  of  his  sub¬ 
committee. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  that  the  item 
for  watershed  protection  is  fixed  at  $25.5 
million.  As  I  understand  it,  this  amount 
will  provide  for  continuation  of  work  on 
the  100  watershed  projects  now  under- 
way  and  will  permit  the  initiation  of  108 
new  projects  during  the  fiscal  year  1959. 

I  am  particularly  happy  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  restored  the  full  $250  million 
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for  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram.  This  is  a  great  program.  I  am 
glad  the  committee  rejected  the  sugges¬ 
tion  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that 
this  sum  be  reduced  to  $125  million. 

I  am  also  happy  that  the  committee 
recommends  the  full  budget  estimate  of 
$6,376,700  for  administration  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  for  the 
year  1959.  This  program  has  developed 
slowly  over  the  past  9  or  10  years,  but 
appears  to  be  sound.  It  offers  to  farmers 
protection  from  losses  caused  by  un¬ 
avoidable  natural  hazards,  such  as  insect 
damage,  plant  disease,  fire,  drought, 
flood,  wind,  and  other  weather  condi¬ 
tions. 

I  am  also  pleased  that  the  committee 
has  recommended  $300  million  for  elec¬ 
trification  loans  and  $60  million  for  tele¬ 
phone  loans  by  the  REA. 

In  addition,  it  has  provided  for  a  con¬ 
tingency  fund  for  $25  million  for  each 
program,  if  needed.  This  action  was 
taken  in  the  face  of  an  administration 
proposal  that  $150  million  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  Rural  Electrification  Admin¬ 
istration  loans  and  $56  million  for  rural 
telephone  loans. 

The  administration  wants  the  local 
REA  coop6ratives  to  obtain  a  portion  of 
their  loan  funds  in  the  next  fiscal  year, 
and  thereafter,  by  borrowing  from 
private  sources.  Under  the  terms  of  this 
proposal,  the  operating  cost  of  the  REA 
cooperatives  would,  of  course,  be  in¬ 
creased  through  a  substantial  increase  in 
interest  rates. 

The  REA  co-ops  today  own  approxi¬ 
mately  $3.6  billion  of  assets.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment,  as  a  result  of  its  REA  loans  to 
these  co-ops,  has  a  first  mortgage  on 
these  assets.  As  I  see  it,  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  proposal  would  raise  the  cost  of 
borrowing  money,  and  therefore,  the 
cost  of  doing  business  of  these  REA 
co-ops,  and  might  very  well  result  in  an 
impairment  of  the  security  which  the 
Government  now  has  for  the  money  it 
has  loaned. 

The  record  of  REA  speaks  for  itself. 
It  spearheaded  the  bringing  of  electric 
power  to  rural  America.  The  co-ops 
have  a  wonderful  repayment  record. 
Actually,  the  co-ops,  taken  altogether, 
are  ahead  of  the  repayment  schedules  set 
for  them.  They  have  been  successful. 
They  are  successful. 

There  is  another  side  to  this  problem, 
Mr.  Chairman.  The  taxpayers’  money 
has  been  used  to  establish  the  REA  pro¬ 
gram,  and  build  it  to  its  present  level  of 
operations.  I,  for  one,  feel  that  the 
Congress  is  not  authorized  to  do  any¬ 
thing  that  would  impair  the  security 
which  the  taxpayers  in  effect  now  hold 
for  their  advances  to  REA. 

I  am  also  pleased  by  the  fact  that  the 
committee  has  recommended  an  increase 
of  $34.5  million  over  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  proposal  for  the  lending  programs 
of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 
The  amount  recommended  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  includes  $24  million  for  farm 
ownership  and  farm  housing  loans,  $180 
million  for  production  and  subsistence 
loans  for  farmers,  $5.5  million  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  loans. 

There  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  another  item 
in  this  bill,  about  which  I  have  had  grave 


doubts.  You  will  note  that  on  page  3 
of  the  bill,  there  is  carried  $24,326,000 
for  meat  inspection.  The  bill  specifi¬ 
cally  reads  “for  carrying  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  laws  relating  to  Federal  inspec¬ 
tion  of  meat,  meat-food  products,  and 
poultry,  $24,326,000.’’  This  is  under  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service.  The 
committee  report  left  great  doubt  in  my 
mind  when  I  read  on  page  16  that — 

The  committee  recommends  the  consolida¬ 
tion  of  the  regular  Meat  Inspection  Service 
with  the  new  inspection  service  for  poultry 
and  poultry  products.  *  *  *  The  merging 
of  the  two  services  should  result  in  greater 
efficiency  and  in  additional  flexibility  needed 
to  meet  peak  workload  periods. 

Some  of  the  doubts  which  I  have  held 
about  this  matter  have  been  resolved  by 
the  statement  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  which  he  read  into 
the  Record.  Further  clarification  has 
come  from  the  questions  propounded  by 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Watts]  and  by  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Landrum]  and  the  answers 
thereto  by  the  chairman. 

I  want  to  make  clear  many  of  the 
poultry  people  of  Alabama  are  disturbed 
about  this  bill.  Poultry  inspection  is 
now  being  carried  on  by  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service.  It  was  understood 
when  we  passed  the  poultry  inspection 
bill  last  year  that  its  administration 
would  be  in  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service.  The  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service  has  made  detailed  preparation 
for  industrywide  poultry  inspectio®.  It 
has  held  meetings  over  the  country  to 
acquaint  poultry  industry  people  with 
inspection  and  what  is  required  of  them. 
It  has  issued  regulations  under  which 
the  inspection  will  be  carried  on,  and 
processors  and  others  concerned  are  now 
familiar  with  those  regulations.  Proc¬ 
essors  are  having  to  spend  millions  of 
dollars  to  adjust  their  plants  for  inspec¬ 
tion.  Many  are  building  entirely  new 
plants. 

The  poultry  inspection  bill  must  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  become  operative  and  must  be 
allowed  to  become  effective.  The  Ameri¬ 
can  people  are  entitled  to  a  poultry  prod¬ 
uct  that  has  been  inspected  for  whole¬ 
someness.  Poultry  inspection,  at  least 
at  this  date,  should  not  be  tied  to  the 
red-meat  inspection.  I  say  to  you  fairly, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  there  are  great 
doubts  in  my  mind  as  to  whether  or  not 
red-meat  inspection  services  and  poultry 
inspection  services  can  ever  be  combined. 

In  the  first  place,  the  two  products  are 
different.  The  laws  pertaining  to  them 
require  different  methods  of  inspection. 
They  are  competitive  products  in  the 
market  place.  Poultrymen  want  to  have 
their  own  inspection  service.  They  have 
a  lot  at  stake. 

I  am  entirely  in  agreement  with  the 
desires  of  the  committee  to  effect  such 
economies  as  may  be  possible  in  the  in¬ 
spection  service,  and  indeed  in  all  appro¬ 
priations,  whether  in  agriculture  or 
not.  However,  I  do  want  the  record  to 
show  that  there  now  exists  some  doubt 
in  many  minds  of  poultry  people  about 
this  bill  as  it  relates  to  the  inspection 
of  poultry  and  poultry  products. 
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I  am  concerned  about  this  matter  be¬ 
cause  I  am  privileged  to  represent  a  dis¬ 
trict  which  produced  47  million  broilers 
last  year.  Growing  broilers  has  become 
an  integral  part  of  the  economy  of  the 
rural  area  in  which  I  live.  I  am  anxious 
to  see  the  industry  have  the  complete 
benefits  of  an  adequate  inspection  serv¬ 
ice,  as  envisioned  by  the  law  which  we 
passed  last  year. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  O’Hara]. 

(Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  in  any  legislation  that  affects  the 
health  of  people  I,  with  my  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  take  an  especially 
deep  interest.  Mine  is  not  an  agricul¬ 
tural  district.  All  of  the  Second  District 
of  Illinois  is  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  but 
the  city  and  the  farm  are  closely  related 
and  we  in  the  city  never  forget  that  if 
things  go  wrong  on  the  farm  the  harm 
sooner  or  later  will  come  to  the  city  and 
vice  versa.  I  congratulate  and  commend 
the  committee  for  bringing  before  us  a 
measure  that  reflects  the  dedicated  work 
of  men  of  understanding  and  of  vision. 

It  is  to  one  provision  of  the  bill,  how¬ 
ever,  that  I  would  address  my  remarks. 
This  is  the  provision  that  covers  the 
realm  of  intimately  personal  concern  of 
my  constituents.  It  is  the  appropriation 
for  meat  inspection,  and  the  reason  of  the 
interest  of  my  constituents  is  that  this 
affects  their  health  and  the  health  of 
their  children. 

I  am  old  enough  to  remember  the 
period  when  there  was  no  meat  inspec¬ 
tion.  I  well  remember  the  articles  by 
Miss  Tarbell  in  McClure’s  magazine  a 
half  a  century  ago  that  shocked  the  Na¬ 
tion  and  stirred  the  Congress  to  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  the  meat-inspection  program. 
The  fact  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  unless 
there  is  constant  and  adequate  inspec¬ 
tion  of  meat,  disease  can  strike  at  any 
home  and  create  the  source  for  a  deva¬ 
stating  plague.  Everyone  who  has 
traveled  in  other  lands  where  there  is  no 
such  meat  inspection  as  we  have  in  the 
United  States  knows  how  very  true  is 
this  statement.  The  last  thing  in  the 
world  that  we  should  do,  having  concern 
for  the  health  and  welfare  of  our  people, 
is  to  let  down  the  bars,  even  slightly,  in 
this  matter  of  meat  inspection. 

Mr.  Chairman,  frankly  I  am  concerned 
when  I  receive  letters  similar  to  that 
written  me  jointly  by  Thomas  L.  Lloyd, 
president,  and  Patrick  E.  Gorman,  sec¬ 
retary-treasurer  of  the  Amalgamated 
Meat  Cutters  and  Butcher  Workmen  of 
North  America,  an  affiliate  of  AFL-CIO. 
These  gentlemen  are  in  position  to  know 
whereof  they  speak.  Permit  me  to  quote 
from  their  letter : 

The  meat-inspection  program  is  in  the 
greatest  crisis  of  its  half  century  existence 
because  its  inspection  force  has  steadily  been 
decreasing  while  its  workload  has  increased. 
The  budget  estimate  submitted  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration  for  meat  inspection  for  fiscal 
year  1959,  is,  unfortunately,  completely  in¬ 
adequate.  It  would  not  permit  the  hiring  of 
the  necessary  additional  inspectors.  *  *  * 
$19,202,184  is  actually  necessary.  •  *  •  The 
health  and  economic  welfare  of  consumers, 
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farmers,  packinghouse  workers,  and  meat¬ 
packing  Industry  are  at  stake. 

Enclosed  in  the  letter  from  Mr.  Lloyd 
and  Mr.  Gorman  is  a  statement  signed 
by  them  jointly  with  representatives  of 
the  American  National  Cattlemen’s  As¬ 
sociation,  American  Meat  Institute,  the 
National  Farmers  Union,  the  National 
Grange,  National  Independent  Meat 
Packers  Association,  United  States  Live¬ 
stock  Sanitary  Association,  and  the 
Western  States  Meat  Packers  Associa¬ 
tion.  I  read  this  statement  in  full : 

The  meat-inspection  program  Is  now  In 
the  greatest  crisis  of  Its  half  century  exist¬ 
ence.  This  Federal  service,  which  has  earned 
the  respect  of  every  group  In  American  life 
for  Its  steadfast  and  effective  protection  of 
the  consumer  and  livestock  producers,  is  al¬ 
ready  unable  to  fulfill  Its  Job  and  Is  In 
danger  of  deteriorating  further. 

In  recent  years,  appropriations  have  not 
kept  pace  with  the  Increase  in  the  Meat 
Inspection  Division’s  workload,  which  rose 
with  continuing  Increases  In  the  number  of 
animals  slaughtered  and  the  decentraliza¬ 
tion  of  the  meat  industry.  The  division  has 
shifted  its  employees  back  and  forth;  bor¬ 
rowed  veterinarians  from  other  sections  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  taken 
other  temporary  expedients  to  meet  the  se¬ 
vere  shortage  of  inspectors. 

But  now  this  system  of  patchwork  i£ 
reaching  the  breaking  point.  *  *  *  The 
consequences  are  serious.  They  are  a  defi¬ 
nite  threat  to  consumer  protection  *  *  *. 

Actually,  the  division  needs  an  increase 
of  412  inspectors.  This  is  apparent  from  the 
following;  In  fiscal  year  1957,  the  division 
had  3,023  employees.  For  fiscal  year  1958, 
it  demonstrated  the  need  for  192  more  em¬ 
ployees,  but  funds  were  not  made  available. 
In  fiscal  year  1959,  another  3  percent  in¬ 
crease  in  meat  plants  needing  inspection  is 
expected  and  a  1.5  percent  increase  in  in¬ 
spectors,  or  48  additional  inspectors,  will  be 
required.  The  Meat  Inspection  Division,  in 
order  to  carry  out  its  functions  adequately, 
must  have  3,263  inspectors.  But  the  divi¬ 
sion  will  have  only  2,851  inspectors  on  July 
1,  1958.  The  Meat  Inspection  Division, 
therefore,  needs  an  apropriation  for  fiscal 
year  1959,  of  $19,202,184,  not  of  $17,326,000, 
as  the  budget  Indicates. 

We  firmly  believe  such  an  appropriation 
Imperative  if  the  meat-inspection  program 
is  to  be  saved.  Economy  in  government  is 
one  thing;  pennypinching  which  endangers 
the  health  and  livelihood  of  tens  of  millions 
of  Americans,  is  another.  •  •  *  The  health 
and  economic  welfare  of  consumers,  farm¬ 
ers,  packinghouse  workers,  and  meatpacking 
industry  are  at  stake. 

From  the  office  of  the  American  Meat 
Institute,  which  has  its  headquarters  in 
Chicago,  I  have  received  a  letter  from 
which  I  am  reading  a  few  excerpts: 

During  the  52  years  of  its  existence,  Fed¬ 
eral  meat  inspection  has  been  considered  a 
public  health  service  and  as  such  has  been 
paid  for  by  the  public  as  a  whole.  Although 
this  principle  has  been  recognized  by  the 
Congress,  the  amount  of  money  which  has 
been  provided  to  discharge  the  obligation 
has  not  been  sufficient  for  the  expansion 
made  necessary  by  the  increase  in  popula¬ 
tion,  changes  in  the  character  of  the  meat¬ 
packing  industry  and  developments  in  the 
merchandising  of  meat. 

According  to  the  best  estimate  which  can 
be  made  of  the  requirements  for  Federal 
meat  Inspection  during  the  1959  fiscal  year, 
an  appropriation  of  approximately  $1.9  mil¬ 
lion  over  the  current  budget  request  of  $17,- 
326,000  will  be  needed  if  the  public  health 
is  to  be  protected. 

Since  1953,  the  number  of  meat  inspectors 
has  declined  although  there  has  been  a 


steady  increase  in  the  number  of  federally 
inspected  plants.  In  addition,  there  has 
been  a  general  upward  trend  in  the  number 
of  animals  slaughtered  and  the  volume  of 
products  processed.  The  result  has  been 
that  the  Meat  Inspection  Division  have  been 
unable  to  keep  up  with  the  workload. 

Mr.  Chairman,  whenever  the  health  of 
my  constituents,  as  well  as  that  of  the 
constituents  of  my  colleagues,  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  cannot  remain  silent.  I  do 
not  know  of  my  own  investigations 
whether  our  meat  inspection  is  actually 
breaking  down  because  of  the  lack  of 
money.  But  I  have  presented  the  pic¬ 
ture  as  it  has  been  given  me  by  persons 
close  to  the  scene,  persons  of  standing 
and  integrity.  I  can  do  no  more.  I  do 
know  that  if  we  permit  the  deterioration 
of  meat  inspection  we  will  be  bringing 
upon  the  men  and  women  and  children 
of  this  Nation  nothing  short  of  tragedy. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Roberts  1. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  extend  my  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Record  following  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Santangelo]. 

(Mr.  SANTANGELO  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 

Viic  rorviti vlrc  ^ 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
at  the  outset  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  commend  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  for  the 
tireless  work  he  has  performed  on  the 
subcommittee  and  for  the  brilliant 
cross-examination  of  many  witnesses 
which  elicited  for  me  and  many  members 
of  the  committee  a  wealth  of  informa¬ 
tion  which  is  so  necessary  in  handling 
this  bill. 

I  want  to  take  the  opportunity  of 
thanking  the  Democratic  members  of  the 
subcommittee  and  the  Republican  mem¬ 
bers  as  well,  for  giving  me  the  benefit 
of  their  views,  and  for  the  courtesy,  com¬ 
fort,  and  encouragement  which  they 
have  given  to  me  as  a  neophyte  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee,  a  person 
coming  from  the  city,  dealing  with  mat¬ 
ters  which  seem  to  be  not  germane  to 
city  life.  Because  of  their  cooperation 
and  because  of  their  help  I  have  found 
work  on  this  subcommittee  to  be  very 
inspiring,  and  it  made  me  realize  very 
clearly  that  the  welfare  of  the  farmer 
is  intimately  connected  with  the  welfare 
and  the  dignity  of  the  laborer  in  the 
city  and  the  industrialist  who  makes 
the  tools.  Our  activities  are  inter¬ 
twined;  if  one  suffers  the  normal  corol¬ 
lary  is  that  the  other  segment  of  our 
population  suffer  also.  So  when  I  hear 
that  the  farmer  is  getting  only  40  per¬ 
cent  of  what  the  consumer  pays,  I  say 
something  is  wrong.  We  must  preserve 
our  agricultural  economy,  if  we  are  to 
protect  the  economic  health  of  every 
part  of  our  society. 

I  want  to  turn  my  attention  to  a  sub¬ 
ject  which  is  very  important  to  city 


residents  and  also  to  the  school  children 
in  the  rural  areas;  that  is  the  school- 
lunch  program. 

The  national  school-lunch  program 
represents  legislation  which  I  believe  by 
its  nature  and  intent  demands  flexibility 
in  order  to  meet  changing  school  needs. 
You  may  remember  that  initial  Federal 
assistance  for  school-lunch  programs 
which  began  in  1933,  was  started  for 
three  major  reasons:  First,  to  supple¬ 
ment  relief  feeding  programs  of  the 
States  and  localities;  second,  to  provide 
relief  employment  for  the  unemployed; 
and  third,  to  assist  in  removing  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  from  the  mar¬ 
ket.  By  1946,  when  the  school-lunch 
program  became  permanent,  the  re¬ 
lief  aspects  had  disappeared,  and  the 
objectives  were  broadened.  At  that 
time  school  lunch  became  an  accepted 
program  which,  even  in  times  of  pros¬ 
perity,  had  two  very  important  objec¬ 
tives.  One  objective  was  to  extend  the 
market  for  agricultural  food  commodi¬ 
ties  by  (a)  providing  an  expanded 
market  for  agricultural  commodities 
through  local  purchases  of  food  by 
school-lunch  programs  in  commercial 
channels  of  trade;  (b)  serving  as  a  val¬ 
uable  outlet  for  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  purchased  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  alleviate  local  and  sea¬ 
sonal  surpluses;  (c)  expanding  the  out¬ 
let  for  highly  nutritious  foods,  particu¬ 
larly  in  areas  of  nutritional  deficiencies; 
and  (d)  introducing  a  wider  variety  of 
foods,  thus  creating  a  demand  for  com¬ 
modities  that  many  housewives  would 
not  otherwise  buy. 

The  second  and  perhaps  more  impor¬ 
tant  objective  is  to  improve  the  health 
and  well-being  of  the  Nation’s  children 
by  providing  them  a  well-balanced  lunch 
at  school  to  help  fill  their  daily  nutri¬ 
tional  requirements,  and  by  developing 
proper  and  nutritionally  beneficial  food 
habits  which  will  continue  in  later  life. 

Today,  the  national  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram  furnishes  food  items  to  schools  by 
distributing  commodities  acquired  under 
the  stipulations  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  through  State  distributing 
agencies.  Under  section  6,  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  commodities  are  pur¬ 
chased  on  the  basis  of  their  nutritional 
value  and  acceptability.  Under  section 
32  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act, 
those  commodities  declared  as  surplus 
foods  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
are  purchased  for  donation  to  author¬ 
ized  outlets  including  all  eligible  school- 
lunch  programs. 

It  seems  to  have  been  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  policy  to  decrease  the  amount  of 
various  surplus  foods  available  for  dona¬ 
tion  to  the  schools  under  section  32  and 
at  the  same  time  to  reduce  the  amount 
of  money  with  which  we  supplement  the 
surplus  food  in  order  to  provide  a  well- 
balanced  lunch.  I  submit  that  the  re¬ 
ductions  in  surplus  foods  is,  in  itself, 
a  best  argument  for  the  need  for  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  amount  of  money  required 
to  have  adequate  school  lunch  programs. 

I  was  very  much  disappointed  that 
this  year’s  budget  request  would  cut 
down  by  some  $55  million  on  the  school 
lunch  program.  Turkeys,  shelled  eggs, 
and  hamburgers  were  cut  out  in  large 
part. 
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It  is  my  purpose  today  to  urge  that 
$55  million  be  transferred  from  section 
32  funds  to  section  6  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  in  order,  to  assure  an 
adequate  food  supply  for  school  lunches. 
In  times  of  unemployment  this  increase 
is  especially  urgent. 

As  you  know,  my  district  is  an  urban 
one  and  although  urban  dwellers  sup¬ 
port  farm  programs  it  is  often  difficult 
for  us  to  see  any  tangible  benefits  from 
the  farm  support  programs.  The  na¬ 
tional  school  lunch  program  is  one  very 
definite  way  by  which  people  in  urban 
areas  can  see  actual  benefit.  In  fact, 
the  only  substantial  benefit  we  seem  to 
get  from  these  farm  price  supports  and 
all  the  programs  for  the  farmer  are  the 
contributions  and  donations  to  the  school 
lunch  programs  which  benefit  our  chil¬ 
dren.  Of  course  rural  areas  enjoy  these 
benefits. 

It  is  only  right  that  this  area  of  na¬ 
tional  public  welfare  receive  adequate 
Federal  support  as  the  needs  for  such 
support  present  themselves.  What  are 
some  of  the  evidences  of  this  need? 

Perhaps  one  of  the  most  obvious  prob¬ 
lems  which  necessitates  our  immediate 
attention  to  increased  Federal  funds  for 
school  lunch  is  the  rising  school  enroll¬ 
ment.  A  program  of  Federal  assistance 
for  school  lunches  which  was  adequate 
in  1954  was  not  adequate  in  1956  when 
the  total  school  enrollment  increased 
from  28,836,000  to  31,145,000,  which  rep¬ 
resents  an  8  percent  increase.  This  pro¬ 
gram  of  assistance,  especially  with  a  de¬ 
crease  in  the  availability  of  surplus 
foods,  as  has  been  the  recent  adminis¬ 
tration  pattern,  certainly  will  not  be 
adequate  for  the  1958  school  enrollment 
of  over  33  million. 

The  rising  tide  of  school  enrollment 
has  continued  to  make  heavy  demands 
upon  the  lunch  program.  For  example, 
in  1947  the  total  number  of  meals  served 
was  910  million.  In  1957  that  total 
number  had  increased  to  1,800  billion. 
The  average  number  of  children  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  national  school-lunch 
program  in  1956  was  9,337,494,  and  the 
peak  number  for  that  same  year,  which 
was  reached  during  the  month  of  No¬ 
vember,  was  10,536,029.  This  means  that, 
about  one-third  of  the  Nation’s  school- 
children  were  furnished  noonday  meals 
in  51,369  participating  schools  for  fiscal 
1956. 

But  the  real  importance  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  not  in  the  statistics  but  in  what 
they  have  meant  to  the  children.  The 
almost  $281  million  Federal  expenditure 
for  school  lunches  represents  a  relatively 
small  item  in  the  total  Federal  budget 
in  return  for  the  real  value  qf  the  pro¬ 
gram.  This  Federal  expenditure  repre¬ 
sents  a  figure  of  vital  importance  to  the 
millions  of  schoolchildren  who,  for  no 
charge  or  for  a  minimum  charge,  may 
receive  a  noonday  meal  which  is  not 
only  appetizing  but  nourishing. 

It  has  been  reported  that  children 
who  get  lunch  under  this  program,  as 
compared  with  those  who  do  not,  show: 
a  more  rapid  gain  in  weight  and  height, 
better  attendance  records,  improvement 
in  scholastic  standing,  better  deport¬ 
ment,  and  higher  resistance  to  colds  and 
other  illnesses. 


One  school-lunch  administrator,  writ¬ 
ing  of  the  school-lunch  program,  states: 

Research  has  shown  that  the  average 
home  diet  is  low  in  protein  and  vitamins  A 
and  C.  The  schools,  therefore,  are  encour¬ 
aged  to  insure  an  adequate  supply  of  these 
nutrients  in  daily  menus.  *  *  *  The  type 
A  lunch  required  to  be  served  by  the  par¬ 
ticipating  schools,  provides  almost  half  of 
children’s  daily  menus.  *  *  *  A  well-bal¬ 
anced  meal  served  at  school  (also)  provides 
opportunities  for  relating  classroom  teaching 
to  actual  food  and  health  practices. 

Although  the  state  of  unemployment 
is  not  as  widespread  as  was  unemploy¬ 
ment  in  the  thirties  and  although  the 
levels  of  earnings  and  consumption  today 
are  considerably  higher  than  they  were 
in  the  thirties,  we  certainly  are  acutely 
aware  of  a  serious  national  recession.  A 
recession,  I  might  add,  which  has  ex¬ 
isted  for  some  time  and  which  somehow 
manages  to  exist  even  though  prices  oi 
food  are  at  an  •alltime  high.  The  house¬ 
wife  who  markets  today  finds  it  a  diffi¬ 
cult  task  to  plan  three  meals  which  are 
nourishing,  appetizing  and  economical. 
The  hot  nourishing  lunch  at  school  for 
the  children  certainly  serves  to  relieve 
some  of  the  drain  on  both  the  family 
pantry  and  the  family  pocketbook. 
Thus,  it  cannot  be  argued  that  the  need 
for  supplying  noon  meals  to  hungry  chil¬ 
dren  is  not  as  urgent  as  it  was  when  the 
program  was  established  in  the  depres¬ 
sion  years  of  the  thirties. 

Neither  can  it  be  argued  that  Federal 
assistance  in  the  program  of  school 
lunches  will  result  in  Federal  domination 
or  control,  for  the  years  of  the  success¬ 
ful  operation  of  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  have  demonstrated  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  has  been  able  to  func¬ 
tion  cooperatively  with  State  and  local 
governments  without  control  or  conflict. 
One  demonstration  of  this  cooperation  in 
administrating  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  is  supported  by  replies  from  State 
and  local  governments  in  response  to  a 
questionnaire  sent  out  by  the  intergov¬ 
ernmental  relations  subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operation  of 
the  House.  A  summary  of  these  replies, 
as  related  to  the  school  lunch  program  in 
particular,  states: 

(a)  There  is  generally  believed  to  be  a 
satisfactory  balance  between  the  Feder¬ 
al,  State,  and  local  governments  in  the 
administration  of  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram. 

(b)  In  most  instances,  the  personnel 
of  the  Federal  Goverment  has  provided 
adequate,  beneficial  supervision. 

(c)  Federal  aid  to  the  school  lunch 
program  has  not  resulted  in  the  transfer 
of  functions  from  local  to  State  control 
or  vice  versa. 

(d)  Federal  statutes  of  standards  have 
been  minimum,  and  few,  if  any  unreason¬ 
able  demands  have  been  made. 

The  local  governments  generally  com¬ 
mented  about  the  program: 

The  school-lunch  programs  have  been  a 
great  boost  to  the  health  and  moral  of  the 
American  children.  The  program  should  be 
continued.  The  use  of  surplus  food  com¬ 
modities  has  aided  the  schools. 

The  expressed  need  supported  by  the 
majority  of  the  States  answering  this 


questionnaire  as  it  related  to  the  school- 
lunch  program  was: 

Federal  aid  for  school-lunch  programs 
should  be  increased.  This  increase  is  needed 
in  order  for  the  schools  to  meet  the  de¬ 
mands  made  upon  the  lunch  program  today. 

Surely  these  comments  from  the  State 
governments  serve  to  support  the  urgent 
need  for  increased  Federal  financial  as¬ 
sistance. 

There  are  many  circumstances  within 
the  nature  of  change  and  progress  which 
effect  the  Nation’s  schools  and  their 
school  program.  The  school,  of  necessi¬ 
ty,  has  had  to  accept  responsibilities 
other  than  the  teaching  of  the  three  r’s. 
The  working  mother,  the  consolidation 
of  schools  which  has  resulted  in  more 
travel  time,  the  increasing  food  prices, 
the  present  day  recession  and  status  of 
unemployment,  and  most  important  of 
all  the  health  of  the  Nation’s  children 
represent  but  a  few  factors  which  dem¬ 
onstrate  the  need  for  maintaining  and 
expanding  school-lunch  programs.  It 
can  truthfully  be  said  that  the  modern 
school  of  today  must  provide  both  food 
for  thought  and  food  for  health. 

While  we  have  been  generous  to  Eu¬ 
rope  and  foreign  countries  we  should  not 
forget  that  charity  begins  in  our  homes 
and  in  our  schools.  I  prefer  that  some 
of  our  surplus  foods  which  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  receive  go  to  our  children  in  our 
schools. 

(Mr.  SANTANGELO  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
desire  to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  TewesL 

Mr.  TEWES.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  por¬ 
tion  of  this  bill  which  appropriates  funds 
for  the  Meat  Inspection  Division  of  the 
Agriculture  Department  is  important  not 
only  to  consumers,  but  to  those  busi¬ 
nesses  which  are  working  daily  with  the 
inspectors. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  many  observers 
from  both  groups  that  the  appropria¬ 
tions  have  not  kept  pace  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  service.  For  example, 
13  years  ago,  there  were  908  meatpack¬ 
ing  establishments  in  350  different  cit¬ 
ies.  Inspection  duties  were  performed 
by  855  veterinarians.  This  year  there 
are  1,224  meatpacking  plants  under  Fed¬ 
eral  inspectioft  in  502  cities.  There  are 
only  677  veterinarians. 

More  than  300  more  plants  in  more 
than  150  more  cities  have  to  be  serviced 
by  almost  200  fewer  veterinarians. 

Meatpackers  in  my  district  advise  me 
that  approximately  $19  mllion  should  be 
appropriated  merely  to  maintain  former 
standards  of  performance  by  this  vital 
Federal  agency.  Shortage  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  inspectors  and  veterinarians  must 
ultimately  result  in  either  a  lower  stand¬ 
ard  of  performance,  or  a  slowup  on  pro¬ 
duction  of  packers  by  the  understaffed 
inspection  division. 

The  first  result  hurts  the  public.  The 
second  hurts  the  private  businesses  oper¬ 
ating  under  the  regulation.  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  with  this  matter  because  I  fear 
we  risk  both  results  if  we  are  not  appro¬ 
priating  sufficient  funds. 


1958 
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(Mr.  TEWES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

•  Mr.  HIESTAND  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
H.  Carl  Andersen)  was  given  permission 
to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in 
the  Record.) 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wish  to  go  on  record  emphatically  op¬ 
posing  any  further  taxpayer  subsidiz¬ 
ing  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration. 

The  record  shows  the  farms  of  the 
United  States  are  now  approximately  95 
percent  electrified.  And  yet  this  great 
Bureau  must  dig  up  more  projects  to 
keep  up  the  spending. 

They  asked  for  loan  authorization  of 
$150  million  more  right  out  of  the  United 
States  Treasury  for  further  projects, 
largely  to  finance  urban,  not  rural,  ex¬ 
pansion.  Imagine  that.  This  puts  them 
further  into  direct  competition  with 
private  taxpaying  industry. 

But  this  is  not  all.  Our  generous  Ap¬ 
propriations  Subcommittee  raised  this 
request  another  $150  million,  just 
doubling  it. 

Yes,  they  say  it  is  a  loan,  not  a  sub¬ 
sidy.  But  it  is  a  subsidy,  in  that  in¬ 
terest  to  be  paid  is  only  2  percent, 
regardless  of  how  much  the  Treasury, 
your  Treasury,  has  to  pay  for  the  money. 

It  is  also  just  another  $300  million 
your  Treasury  has  to  borrow  and  raise 
the  Federal  debt. 

The  Committee  has  even  raised  the  re¬ 
quest  for  $56  million  for  rural  telephone 
expansion  by  another  $4  million  to  $60 
million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  these  Federal  aid 
programs  that  are  causing  your  Treas¬ 
ury  to  run  short  of  funds  to  have  to 
borrow  more  money  and  raise  the  Fed¬ 
eral  debt. 

To  me,  this  is  an  act  of  fiscal  irre¬ 
sponsibility.  The  spenders  are  in  con¬ 
trol  and  they  have  the  votes  to  pass  this 
bill.  They  are  generous,  generous  with 
the  taxpayer’s  money,  and  all  to  keep 
the  bureaucrats  riding  high. 

This  Bureau,  backed  by  its  powerful 
lobby,  the  National  Association  of 
Rural  Cooperatives,  calls  the  shots,  and 
the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  even 
raises  the  requests.  How  completely  ir¬ 
responsible. 

In  addition,  the  committee  has  rec¬ 
ommended  $25  million  contingency 
funds  for  each,  and  $9  million  for  ex¬ 
penses.  Possible  draft  on  the  Treasury, 
$419  million.  The  spenders  are  riding 
high. 

(Mr.  BERRY  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  H. 
Carl  Andersen)  was  given  permission 
to  extend  his  remarks  at  this-point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
asked  for  this  time  to  comment  briefly 
upon  some  of  the  appropriation  items 
included  in  this  bill  which  establishes  the 
appropriation  for  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  the  agricultural  programs 
for  the  coming  year. 

First,  I  wish  to  commend  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Appropriation  Subcommittee  on  the 
very  fine  and  very  careful  job  they  have 
done  in  evaluating  the  various  programs 
and  providing  funds  for  them. 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  several  of 
the  items  included  in  this  bill : 


I  want  to  commend  the  committee  for 
establishing  the  total  sum  of  $15  million 
for  the  eradication  of  brucellosis.  This 
is  a  most  worthy  and  necessary  program 
in  the  improvement  of  the  livestock  in¬ 
dustry  in  the  United  States.  I  also  wish 
to  commend  the  committee  in  providing 
that  this  money  should  be  set  up  on  a 
direct  appropriation  rather  than  on  a 
reimbursable  basis  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  I  have  watched  the 
development  of  the  brucellosis  eradica¬ 
tion  program  very  closely.  I  know  that 
great  strides  are  being  made,  and  I  am 
sux-e  that  with  the  continuation  of  the 
program  at  its  present  level,  the  dreaded 
brucellosis  disease  will,  before  too  long, 
be  a  thing  of  the  past. 

I  also  want  to  commend  the  committee 
upon  their  decision  to  retain  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  at  the  $250 
million  level.  This  is  an  important  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  agricultural  producers  of 
America,  particularly  in  view  of  the  tre¬ 
mendous  sums  that  have  been  spent  in 
restoring  damage  caused  by  natural  dis¬ 
asters  in  many  areas  of  the  country. 
Certainly,  it  would  be  less  costly  to  the 
Nation  to  prevent  the  loss  of  soil  and 
w'ater  through  the  ACP  program  than 
to  restore  the  damage  after  it  has  hap¬ 
pened.  The  topsoil  which  flow's  dowm 
into  our  sti'eams  and  rivers  is  lost  for¬ 
ever.  This  program  not  only  retains  the 
soil  where  it  is,  but  helps  to  keep  the 
moisture  where  it  falls  in  the  upper 
reaches. 

I  would  add,  also,  my  commendation 
to  the  committee  upon  their  action 
taken  upon  the  appropi’iation  for  REA, 
both  for  extension  of  power  and  for  the 
rural  telephone  program.  There  is 
probably  nothing  that  has  done  more  to 
improve  living  conditions  in  rural  areas 
and  to  lighten  the  burden  of  agriculture 
more  than  the  REA  and  RTA  programs. 
The  public  investment  in  these  programs 
is  guaranteed  not  only  by  the  invest¬ 
ment  that  the  cooperatives  made  in  the 
physical  security  of  the  plant,  but  more 
particularly  in  the  work  and  individual 
effort  of  the  farmers  themselves  in  es¬ 
tablishing  and  constructing  and  devel¬ 
oping  the  lines  and  business. 

The  committee  is  also  to  be  com¬ 
mended  upon  its  provision  for  foreign 
disposal  of  agricultural  commodities,  as 
well  as  provision  for  the  school-lunch 
program.  These  are  programs  which  not 
only  build  an  outlet  for  agricultural 
products,  but  build  for  better  and 
sounder  Americans  in  years  to  come. 
The  school-lunch  program  has  proven 
to  be  a  great  asset,  not  only  to  agi'icul- 
ture,  but  particularly  to  the  well-being 
of  the  youth  of  Amei’ica. 

I  was,  Of  coux-se,  pleased,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  with  the  provision  made  for  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service.  It  would 
be  my  recommendation,  how'ever,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  special  emphasis  be 
placed  upon  that  phase  of  research 
which  would  provide  an  outlet  for  more 
agricultural  products.  I  cannot  stress 
too  strongly,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  need  for 
converting  com,  grains,  and  other  agri¬ 
cultural  products  into  commercial  alco¬ 
hol  to  be  mixed  with  gasoline  for  fuel 
consumption,  and  research  on  dozens  of 
other  commercial  xxses  for  agricultural 


production.  If  the  agricultural  industry 
is  to  find  its  rightful  place  in  a  healthy 
economy  in  this  Nation,  it  must  of  ne¬ 
cessity,  find  that  place  in  the  commer¬ 
cial  use  of  agricultural  production.  The 
pi-oduction  of  food  for  ourselves  and  our 
neighbors  is,  of  course,  vital,  but  under 
our  modern  methods  of  production,  food 
does  not  provide  sufficient  outlet  for  that 
production  and  we  find  ourselves  em¬ 
barrassed  by  having  too  much  in  our 
great  land  of  plenty. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Hill]. 

(Mr.  HILL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  re¬ 
viewed  very  carefully  the  report  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  on  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  appropriations 
for  1959.  It  is  evident  from  the  printed 
hearings,  as  well  as  from  the  report,  that 
the  committee  has  done  a  painstaking 
and  thorough  job  of  reviewing  the  De¬ 
partment’s  programs  and  activities.  I 
know  the  members  of  the  committee 
have  labored  to  bring  forth  a  bill  which, 
in  their  opinion,  makes  the  best  possible 
provision  for  the  welfare  of  the  farmers 
and  others  affected  by  its  provisions.  I 
believe  the  recommendations  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  the  most  of  the  programs  of 
the  Department  are  sound.  However, 
there  are  a  few  recommendations  in  the 
report  which  cause  me  considerable 
concern. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

The  committee  has  recommended  that 
the  Sugar  Act  budget  be  reduced  from 
$76  million  to  $71  million.  This  decrease 
of  $5  million  will  come  out  of  the  funds 
needed  for  making  mandatory  payments 
to  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugar¬ 
cane. 

The  sugar  program  budget  as  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  contemplated  the 
deferral  until  fiscal  year  1960  of  sub¬ 
stantially  all  of  the  payments  to  be  made 
with  respect  to  the  1958-59  Puerto  Rican 
crop.  On  the  basis  of  the  1958  produc¬ 
tion  estimated  in  the  budget,  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  action  would  increase  deferrals 
to  over  $21  million  which  would  necessi¬ 
tate  the  holding  up  of  payments  on 
mainland  crops  as  well  as  the  Puerto 
Rican  crop.  Since  the  Puerto  Rican 
crop  is  harvested  late  in  the  fiscal  year, 
deferrals  within  safe  limits  do  no  par¬ 
ticular  harm  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico. 
But  most  of  the  mainland  crops  are  har¬ 
vested  in  the  first  half  of  the  fiscal  year 
and,  thei-efore,  delays  in  those  payments 
could  be  injurious  to  growers.  It  should 
be  kept  in  mind  that  last  year’s  appro¬ 
priation  also  was  cut  below  the  budget 
estimate  with  the  result  that  deferrals 
have  increased  progressively. 

In  considering  these  progressive  in¬ 
creases  in  deferrals  three  facts  should  be 
remembered : 

First.  The  entire  sugar  program  in¬ 
cludes  a  processing  tax  of  $10  per  ton 
which  should  yield  $88  million  this  year 
for  the  purpose  of  financing  the  sugar 
program. 

Second.  The  law  requires  the  pay¬ 
ments  to  be  made. 
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Third.  Because  of  the  upward  trend  in 
domestic  requirements  and  production, 
Sugar  Act  payments  can  be  expected  to 
increase. 

PACKERS  AND  STOCKYARDS  ACT 

The  committee  reduced  by  $100,000 
the  Department  of  Agriculture’s  estimate 
of  need  for  administration  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act.  For  fiscal  year  1959 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  requested 
an  additional  $225,000  to  extend  the  en¬ 
forcement  work  under  the  act.  The 
great  need  for  this  additional  work  has 
been  recognized  by  many  Members  of 
both  Houses  of  Congress  and  by  the  live¬ 
stock  and  meat  industry. 

The  Department  has  been  gearing  up 
its  operations  to  more  adequately  ad¬ 
minister  all  parts  of  the  act,  and  partic¬ 
ularly  its  investigations  into  trade  prac¬ 
tices  of  the  meatpacking  industry. 

The  Congress  has  heard  many  claims 
and  criticisms  that  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Act  was  not  being  adequately 
enforced.  During  the  present  session 
there  have  been  extensive  hearings  be¬ 
fore  committees  of  both  the  Senate  and 
the  House  in  connection  with  several 
bills  before  the  Congress. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
been  criticized  by  some  for  not  request¬ 
ing  more  funds  with  which  to  administer 
the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act.  There 
have  been  times  in  the  past  that  Con¬ 
gress  has  not  appropriated  as  much  as 
asked  for  by  the  Department.  Certainly 
the  Congress  should  not  go  on  record 
as  advocating  increased  enforcement  of 
an  act  and  then  fail  to  provide  adequate 
funds  for  that  enforcement. 

The  committee  recommendation  leaves 
only  $125,000  additional  for  expan¬ 
sion  of  work  both  in  trade  practices 
of  the  meatpacking  industry  and  for 
posting  additional  stockyards.  Much 
more  than  that  is  needed.  In  the  several 
hearings  before  committees  of  both  the 
Senate  and  the  House,  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  a  good  many  agriculture 
groups  have  recommended  that  the  De¬ 
partment  greatly  expand  its  investiga¬ 
tion  of  trade  practices  in  industry.  Also 
there  have  been  hearings  in  which  criti¬ 
cisms  were  voiced  for  failure  of  the  De¬ 
partment  to  post  and  supervise  all  eli¬ 
gible  livestock  markets  throughout  the 
United  States. 

The  Department  in  1956  began  with 
the  approval  of  Congress  and  appropri¬ 
ated  funds,  a  3-year  program  for 
posting  and  supervising  all  livestock 
markets.  The  Department  has  com¬ 
pleted  a  substantial  portion  of  its  3- 
year  program.  There  are  approximately 
one  thousand  livestock  auction  markets 
subject  to  the  act  of  which  about  600 
have  now  been  posted  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  If  adequate  funds  are  not  made 
available  the  Department  cannot  con¬ 
tinue  its  program  of  posting  the  remain¬ 
ing  400  livestock  auction  markets  now 
subject  to  the  act  but  not  yet  posted. 

There  is  need  to  supervise  the  busi¬ 
ness  practices  at  all  livestock  markets 
and  meatpackers  meeting  the  require¬ 
ments  under  the  act  in  order  to  safe¬ 
guard  the  interest  of  livestock  producers 
and  others.  Efficient  and  effective  ad¬ 
ministration  of  this  regulatory  act  re¬ 


quires  that  the  whole  job  be  done  and 
not  just  a  partial  one. 

The  committee,  in  its  report,  said  that 
a  better  job  needs  to  be  done  in  this 
area  of  responsibility,  and  it  also  said 
that  some  additional  funds  appear  to  be 
necessary.  It  is  strange,  considering 
that  statement  in  the  committee  report, 
why  the  committee  did  not  follow  its 
own  reasoning  and  recommend  the  full 
amount  requested  for  administration  of 
the  act.  / 

I  strongly  urge  that  the  Congress  re¬ 
store  the  $100,000  that  was  omitted  from 
the  request  of  the  Department  for  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Packers  and  Stock- 
yards  Act. 

UTILIZATION  RESEARCH 

The  committee,  in  its  report  on  the 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1959,  rec¬ 
ommended  a  decrease  of  $2,300,000  for 
research  into  the  utilization  of  agricul¬ 
tural  products.  To  justify  this  decrease, 
the  committee  stated  that — 

In  order  to  assure  the  maximum,  results 
from  the  research  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  during  the  next  year,  the  committee 
has  held  the  increase  for  utilization  research 
at  a  reasonable  level,  consistent  with  the 
ability  to  recruit  trained  personnel  and  ex¬ 
pand  facilities  on  a  sound  basis. 

The  committee  failed  to  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  fact  that  the  programs 
proposed  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  include  plans  for  a  number  of  con¬ 
tracts  with  outside  organizations  to  sup¬ 
plement  the  research  within  their  own 
facilities.  These  contracts  are  urgently 
needed  to  speed  the  adoption  by  indus¬ 
try  of  developments  resulting  from  pre¬ 
vious  research  within  the  Department. 
In  the$e  areas  of  vital  importance  to 
American  agriculture,  there  is  little  or 
no  incentive  for  private  risk  and  venture 
by  industry  on  behalf  of  agricultural 
commodities. 

This  and  other  additional  utilization 
research  are  urgently  needed  to  increase 
the  market  for  agricultural  products, 
and  particularly  the  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  in  surplus.  The  cut  proposed  by 
the  committee  will  make  it  impossible 
for  the  Department  to  proceed  as  effec¬ 
tively  or  as  rapidly  as ,  is  desirable  in 
developing  new  uses  and  new  markets 
for  our  farm  products. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

The  expansion  of  our  agricultural  sur¬ 
pluses  has  been  retarded.  But  there  is 
need  for  a  more  permanent  adjustment 
in  our  agricultural  plant  so  that  those 
involved  in  the  production  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  are  protected  from  the 
devastating  effects  of  huge  recurring 
surpluses.  The  retiring  of  currently  used 
cropland  into  recognized  good  conserva¬ 
tion  uses,  as  provided  for  in  the  Soil 
Bank  conservation  reserve  program, 
could  offer  a  means  of  bringing  about 
this  needed  adjustment.  Up  to  this  time 
the  conservation  reserve  program  rental 
rates  have  been  set  at  levels  which  were 
deliberately  intended  to  be  attractive 
chiefly  to  the  least  productive  land  in 
the  country.  That  only  10  million  acres 
have  been  placed  in  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  at  this  time  is  indicative  of  this 
fact. 
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The  committee  has  agreed  with  the 
President  on  the  elimination  of  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve  program.  Wisdom  now  dic¬ 
tates  that  the  conservation  reserve  part 
of  the  Soil  Bank  should  be  immediately 
expanded  and  funds  provided  to  bring 
about  the  amount  of  adjustment  needed 
in  our  agricultural  plant. 

The  conservation  reserve  program 
should  be  shifted  into  more  of  a  produc¬ 
tion  adjustment  vehicle.  This  would 
mean  more  funds  would  be  required, 
with  probably  higher  rates  of  payment 
and  emphasis  on  whole  farms  to  be  taken 
out  of  production.  The  experimental  bid 
program  conducted  by  the  Department 
this  year  in  Maine,  Tennessee,  Nebraska, 
and  Illinois  proved  beyond  question  that 
many  farmers  would  cooperate  with  this 
type  of  a  program,  if  the  rates  offered 
were  more  realistic  compared  with  ^oing 
rental  rates.  Over  52,000  farmers  in 
these  4  States  offered  to  retire  the  en¬ 
tire  cropland  on  their  farms  in  this  ex¬ 
perimental  program. 

The  committee  has  recommended  a 
reduction  of  $300  million  in  the  budget 
proposal  for  an  advance  authorization 
for  the  conservation  reserve  program 
from  the  $450 -million  for  1959.  This 
results  in  a  possible  program  level  even 
lower  than  in  1958,  instead  of  the  ex¬ 
pansion  which  is  needed.  The  Depart¬ 
ment’s  experience  to  date  clearly  indi¬ 
cates  that  farmers  desire  to  cooperate, 
and  will  cooperate.  This  depends,  how¬ 
ever,  on  the  funds  which  are  made  avail¬ 
able  and  the  limitations  which  are 
applied. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  As  the  gentleman  is 
aware,  this  is  a  commitment  that  has  to 
be  carried  out,  and  the  money  in  this 
bill  is  an  estimate  as  to  what  it  will 
take.  If  our  estimate  proves  wrong,  we 
will  have,  to  pay  it.  So  it  is  a  matter  of 
judgment  as  to  just  how  much  you 
should  have  at  the  present  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  has  expired. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Harvey]. 

(Mr.  HARVEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
at  this  time  to  bring  to  the  attention 
of  the  committee  a  matter  that  came  to 
my  attention  just  recently,  and  on  which 
I  had  hoped  to  offer  an  amendment.  I 
feel,  however,  in  view  of  the  nature  of 
the  amendment,  that  it  probably  would 
get  better  consideration  and  probably 
should  be  offered  in  the  other  body. 
There  is  a  problem  connected  with  the 
marketing  facilities,  the  reporting  of 
marketing  of  livestock,  at  the  stockyards 
at  Muncie,  Ind.,  which  is  in  my  congress 
sional  district,  where  the  present  mar¬ 
keting  facilities  and  the  personnel  who 
broadcast  and  get  out  the  market  in¬ 
formation,  have  been  canceled.  I  feel 
very  strongly  that  this  is  an  important 
market  where  the  news  service  is  of 
great  value  to  the  farmers  of  that  whole 
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area.  I  am  very  sorry  to  see,this  hap¬ 
pen.  I  believe  that  the  amount  of 
money  involved  is  so  small,  especially  in 
terms  of  the  total  budget,  and  where  it 
is  of  such  great  importance  to  this  great 
livestock  area,  that  it  is  tragic  that  it 
should  have  been  canceled  out. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  15  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  tMr.  Vursell  1. 

(Mr.  VURSELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a 
pleasure  to  serve  on  this  committee  with 
the  very  able  members  so  interested  in 
doing  what  they  can  to  stimulate  the 
great  agricultural  industry  of  this  coun¬ 
try.  You  have  had  a  report  or.  the  bill, 
paragraph  by  paragraph,  and  I  shall  not 
belabor  you  with  any  repetitious  facts 
here  this  afternoon. 

I  would  like  to  say  that  we  have  taken 
very  good  care  of  the  REA  from  the 
standpoint  of  appropriations,  and  I  am 
quite  sure  that  the  Congress  will  take 
good  care  of  this  great  institution  that 
has  done  so  much  for  the  life  and  pros¬ 
perity  of  the  farmers  and  the  Nation  as 
well. 

I  feel  confident  that  the  Members  of 
Congress  know  well  the  great  worth  of 
this  organization  and  will  see  that  it  is 
kept  in  such  shape  that  it  can  continue 
its  mission  in  the  interest  of  our  Nation. 

There  are  various  departments  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  that  have  been  explained;  that 
is,  why  we  made  some  changes,  why  we 
increased  here  and  why  we  have  reduced 
there.  But  I  want  to  talk  to  you  for  a 
few  minutes  about  Agriculture’s  present 
condition  and  perhaps  its  past  and  its 
hope  for  the  future.  I  realize  that  Agri¬ 
culture  has  not  fully  shared  in  the  gen¬ 
eral  prosperity  of  the  country,  as  do  all 
Members,  but  I  do  believe  that  the  course 
of  Agriculture  has  been  properly  directed 
in  nearly  all  instances  under  the  present 
Administrator,  Ezra  T.  Benson.  I  think 
he  is  one  of  the  great  public  figures  of 
this  day  and  will  go  down  in  history  as 
one  of  the  great  directors  or  administra¬ 
tors  of  agriculture.  I  think  history  will 
give  him  his  well-deserved  place,  and  I 
think  the  farmers  are  beginning  to  see 
and  to  note,  and  to  understand  that  he  is 
courageously  following  a  course  that  in 
the  present  and  for  the  long  future,  is  in 
the  interest  of  all  segments  of  agricul¬ 
ture. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  the  more  opti¬ 
mistic  side  of  the  coin  as  we  take  in¬ 
ventory  and  consider  this  great  agri¬ 
cultural  problem.  I  should  like  to  be¬ 
gin  with  some  facts. 

Farm  income  is,  of  course,  of  major 
interest  because  it  is  so  closely  related 
to  the  farm  families’  standard  of  liv¬ 
ing  which,  in  turn,  is  the  basic  concern 
underlying  most  of  the  Department’s 
work.  Per  capita  income  of  people  on 
the  farms  must  be  the  most  realistic 
gage  of  income  because  it  more  accurate¬ 
ly  reflects  the  whole  picture,  particular¬ 
ly  changes  in  population  as  well.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  this  measurement  the  1957  income 
per  person  on  farms  from  all  sources 
was  the  highest  in  history.  There  may 
be  some  who  will  want  to  challenge  that 
statement  later  on. 


Let  us  look  at  the  figures.  Farmers’ 
realized  net  income  in  1957  was  $11.5  bil¬ 
lion  compared  with  $12  billion  in  1956. 
This  drop,  however,  resulted  from  two 
primary  causes:  First,  a  3-percent  in¬ 
crease  in  total  farm  production  costs  or 
expenses  and,  second,  a  wet  fall  and  a 
late  harvest  which  sharply  reduced 
marketing  late  in  1957  and  caused  a  very 
substantial  buildup  of  stocks  on  the 
farms  as  of  January  1, 1958. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  provides  $1,- 
456,588,653  for  what  is  termed  the  regu¬ 
lar  activities  of  the  Department  under 
title  1  of  the  bill.  This  amount  is  $152,- 
390,195  less  than  funds  provided  for 
these  activities  in  1958.  It  is  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $103,900,000  below  the  budget 
estimate: 

There  are  two  items  in  the  bill  that  I 
thought  should  be  reduced  by  a  consid¬ 
erable  amount,  but  apparently  it  is  the 
judgment  of  the  other  members  of  the 
committee,  that  this  should  not  be  done. 

Also  included  in  the  bill  is  $1,760,399,- 
886  to  restore  capital  impairment  of 
CCC  through  June  1957  under  price  sup¬ 
port  and  related  activities.  Of  this 
amount,  $739,606,640  represents  losses 
on  farm  commodities  handled.  The  bal¬ 
ance,  $1  billion,  is  for  storage  handling, 
transportation,  administration,  and  in¬ 
terest  costs. 

REA 

The  committee  provided  for  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration  and  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  $569,- 
500,000,  broken  down  as  follows:  For 
REA,  $300  million;  REA  Telephone,  $60 
million;  Farmers’  Home" Administration, 
$209,500,000  plus  a  $25  million  contin¬ 
gency  fund  for  each  program.  These 
amounts  are  not  appropriations.  They 
are  authorizations  to  borrow  from  the 
Treasury  sufficient  funds  to  meet  the 
loan  programs  of  these  agencies.  These 
loans  are  repaid  over  a  term  of  years 
with  interest. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

For  research  we  have  recommended 
$58,444,890  for  1959,  which  is  to  expand 
research  on  utilization  of  agricultural 
commodities. 

PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 

For  these  items,  we  appropriated  $41,- 
732,000  which  is  an  increase  of  $11,650,- 
000  over  the  1958  appropriation. 

MEAT  INSPECTION 

The  committee  recommends  the  sum 
of  $24,326,000  for  1959  for  the  regular 
meat  inspection  service,  and  the  new 
mandatory  poultry  inspection  program 
authorized  last  year.  Of  this  amount, 
$17,826,000  is  to  be  used  to  meet  the 
regular  meat  inspection  workload,  which 
is  an  increase  of  $1  million  for  this  item. 
The  balance  of  the  funds  we  feel  should 
adequately  meet  the  full  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion  workload. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

We  allowed  the  full  amount  of  the 
budget  request  for  this  item — $30,353,708. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

This  Service  provides  assistance  to 
soil-conservation  districts  that  will  con¬ 
serve  the  soil  and  water  resources,  pro¬ 
vide  for  agriculture  i  eduction  on  a  sus¬ 
tained  basis,  and  reduce  damage  from 


floods  and  sedimentation.  The  Service 
also  carries  out  special  drainage,  irriga¬ 
tion,  flood  prevention,  and  watershed 
protection  activities  in  cooperation  with 
Federal  and  State  agencies. 

The  committee  recommends  $74,780,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  1959 — an  increase 
of  $2,500,000  over  the  budget  estimate. 

Testimony  indicates  that  40  new  dis¬ 
tricts  will  be  formed  during  the  fiscal 
year,  and  an  additional  30  districts  will 
be  activated  during  fiscal  year  1959  as 
well. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  this  popular  and  rapidly  expand¬ 
ing  Soil  Conservation  Service — $25,- 
500,000. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

The  purpose  of  this  program  includes 
restoring  and  improving  soil  fertility,  re¬ 
ducing  erosion  caused  by  water  and 
weather,  and  conserving  water  on  the 
land  and  for  cost-sharing  systems  to  in¬ 
dividual  farmers  and  rangers  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  approved  soil  building  and  soil 
and  water  conserving  practices  on  their 
farms.  The  farmer  bears  in  this  sharing 
effort  about  50  percent  of  the  average 
cost,  and,  in  addition,  supplies  the  labor 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  practices. 

For  the  above  conservation  work  for 
the  fiscal  year  1959,  we  recommended  an 
appropriation  of  $235  million,  which  we 
feel  will  be  sufficient  to  meet  all  commit¬ 
ments  made  to  participate  under  the  1958 
-program  authorization  of  $250  million. 

The  budget  requested  that  the  ad¬ 
vance  1959  program  authorization  be  re¬ 
duced  to  $125  million  for  the  coming 
year,  but  the  committee  restored  the 
full  $250  million  program  for  1959. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

The  committee  recommends  the  full 
budget  estimate — $150  million  for  the 
fiscal  year  1959.  In  addition,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  included  language  in  the  bill 
to  transfer  $55  million  from  section  32 
funds  to  section  6  of  the  school  lunch 
program,  to  assure  a  more  adequate  sup¬ 
ply  of  food  for  school  lunches. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

For  consei-vation  reserve,  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $250  million  is  recommended 
to  cover  expenditures  under  this  program 
during  fiscal  year  1959.  This  will  pro¬ 
vide  $64  million  to  meet  payments  due 
under  1956-57  contracts;  $146  million 
to  meet  commitments  under  1958  con¬ 
tracts;  $23  million  for  payments  on  1959 
contracts,  and  $17  million  for  transfer, 
operating  expenses  and  production  of 
forestry  seedlings. 

The  budget  includes  $242.9  million 
for  payments  against  1958  contracts. 

As  of  March  1,  1958,  only  $47.9  million 
worth  of  contracts  were  signed,  and  the 
signup  period  closes  on  April  15.  The 
committee  estimates,  therefore,  that 
signups  will  total  only  $146  million  for 
the  year.  Accordingly,  it  has  reduced 
the  funds  for  this  purpose  by  $100 
million. 

ACREAGE  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

An  appropriation  of  $330  million,  the 
full  budget  estimate,  is  included  in  the 
bill  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  to  pay  off 
contracts  signed  under  the  1958  crop 
year  program. 
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THE  STATUS  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  realize  agri¬ 
culture  has  not  fully  shared  in  the  gen¬ 
eral  prosperity  of  our  country,  I  do  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  cause  of  agriculture  has 
’been  properly  directed,  in  nearly  all  in¬ 
stances,  under  the  present  administrator, 
and  that  agriculture  has  gone  through 
the  most  difficult  peacetime  decade  in 
its  history,  and  is  on  the  road  to  sub¬ 
stantial  and  continual  recovery. 

Now.  let  us  look  at  the  more  optimistic 
side  of  the  subject. 

FARM  INCOME 

I  should  like  to  begin  with  some  of 
the  facts  about  agriculture’s  present 
position. 

Farm  income  is,  of  course,  of  major 
interest  because  it  is  so  closely  related 
to  the  farm  family’s  standard  of  living, 
which  in  turn  is  the  basic  concern  un¬ 
derlying  most  of  the  Department’s 
work. 

Per  capita  income  of  people  on  farms 
is  the  most  realistic  gage  of  income 
because  it  more  accurately  reflects  the 
whole  picture,  particularly  changes  in 
population.  According  to  this  measure¬ 
ment,  the  1957  income  per  person  on 
farms,  from  all  sources  both  farm  and 
nonfarm,  was  the  highest  in  history. 

Let  us  look  at  the  figures.  Farmers 
realized  net  income  in  1957  was  $11.5 
billion,  compared  with  $12  billion  in 
1956.  This  drop  resulted  from  two  pri¬ 
mary  causes : 

First.  A  3 -percent  increase  in  total 
farm  production  expenses.  Production 
expenses  reached  a  new  high  last  year. 

Second.  A  wet  fall  and  delayed  har¬ 
vest,  which  sharply  reduced  marketings 
late  in  1957,  and  thus  caused  a  very 
substantial  buildup  in  stock  on  farms 
as  of  January  1,  1958. 

In  other  words,  some  income  which 
was  produced  and  which  would  normally 
have  been  realized  in  1957  was  post¬ 
poned  and  will  be  realized  this  year. 

In  contrast  to  the  dropoff  in  realized 
net  income,  total  net  income  including 
the  inventory  change  rose  from  $11.6 
billion  in  1956  to  $12.1  billion  in  1957. 

On  a  per  capita  basis,  income  of  the 
farm  population  from  all  sources  was  at 
a  record  high  of  $993  in  1957,  up  10  per¬ 
cent  from  1956,  and  2  percent  above  the 
previous  peak  reached  in  1951.  Most  of 
the  change  from  1956  to  1957  reflected 
the  estimated  8  percent  drop  in  farm 
population  for  1957. 

PRODUCTION  AND  SUPPLY 

Our  agriculture  in  1957  was  character¬ 
ized  by  high  production.  Expanding 
population,  high  economic  activity,  and 
record  consumer  income  created  a  strong 
domestic  market  for  food  and  other  farm 
products.  Heavy  exports  of  wheat,  cot¬ 
ton,  and  rice  reduced  carryovers  of  these 
commodities  during  the  1956-57  year, 
and  further  decreases  are  in  prospect  in 
1957-58. 

Aided  by  Government  programs,  wheat 
exports  in  the  1956-57  crop  marketing 
year  reached  an  all-time  high  of  549  mil¬ 
lion  bushels.  Two-thirds  of  our  wheat 
exports  were  moved  under  special  Gov¬ 
ernment  programs.  The  wheat  carryover 
dropped  124  million  bushels  to  909  mil¬ 
lion  on  July  1,  1957. 


United  States  cotton  exports  In  fiscal 
1957  were  the  largest  in  23  years;  and 
the  supply  of  cotton  in  the  current  season 
is  considerably  smaller  than  the  record 
high  of  27.6  million  bales  of  1956-57.  The 
starting  carryover  last  August  1  was 
about  11.2  million  bales — 3.3  million  bales 
smaller  than  the  record  of  14.5  million 
August  1, 1956.  The  1957  crop,  estimated 
at  10.9  million  running  bales  was  2.3  bil¬ 
lion  below  the  1956  crop.  It  is  expected 
the  carryover  on  August  1,  1958,  to  be  re¬ 
duced  another  2  lA>  million  bales — making 
a  total  reduction  of  more  than  5  Vz  mil¬ 
lion  bales  in  2  years. 

PRESENT  FARM  STATUS 

The  level  of  living  on  farms  is  at  an 
alltime  high. 

The  rate  of  farm  foreclosures  in  the 
year  ending  March  1,  1957,  was  down 
slightly  from  the  year  before,  and  con¬ 
tinued  at  low  levels  compared  with  the 
1930’s  and  early  1940’s. 

Farm  assets  are  at  an  alltime  high — 
$188  billion  as  of  January  1, 1958.  Farm¬ 
ers  have  less  than  $11  in  debts  for  each 
$100  of  assets.  Owner  equities  rose  7 
percent  during  1957  to  a  peak  of  $168.4 
billion. 

Farm  ownership  is  also  at  a  record 
high.  Only  1  in  3  owner-operated  farms 
has  a  mortgage. 

The  family  farm  continues  to  dom¬ 
inate  agriculture.  Ninety-six  percent  of 
our  farms  and  ranches  are  family  opera¬ 
tions,  about  the  same  as  30  years  ago. 

The  postwar  downtrend  in  prices  which 
started  in  1951  has  been  reversed.  Prices 
received  by  farmers  increased  6  percent 
from  January  to  March,  and  are  11  per¬ 
cent  above  a  year  ago,  and  15  percent 
about  2  years  ago. 

The  build-up  of  surpluses  has  been  re¬ 
versed.  Government  investment  in  sur¬ 
plus  farm  products  owned  and  under 
loan  has  dropped  considerably  in  the  past 
year  and  a  half. 

But  we  all  realize  that,  despite  these 
more  favorable  developments,  agricul¬ 
ture  is  still  having  difficult  times. 

DECLINE  IN  FARM  PRICES 

The  price  of  farm  commodities  from 
1948  to  1952  dropped  about  19  points — 
even  with  the  Korean  war  in  effect,  that 
stimulated  prices  in  1950,  1951,  and  1952. 

During  this  same  time,  by  strikes  and 
threats  of  strikes,  in  all  of  the  farm  ma¬ 
chinery  industry,  the  wages  of  those 
making  farm  machinery  increased  by 
over  30  percent,  which  caused,  as  every 
farmer  knows,  an  increase  in  the  cost  of 
farm  machinery,  that  the  farmer  had  to 
buy,  of  25  percent  or  more,  with  the  re¬ 
sult  that  the  total  farm  production  costs 
rose  under  the  Truman  administration, 
from  1949  to  the  close  of  1952,  $4.6  bil¬ 
lion  ;  or,  in  other  words,  it  cost  the  farm¬ 
ers  more  to  put  in  and  harvest  their 
crops  in  1952  than  it  did  in  1949,  and  it 
has  cost  them  that  extra  $4.6  billion 
every  year  up  to  the  present  time. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  even 
with  the  Korean  war,  from  December 
1951  to  December  1952,  statistics  show 
that  the  parity  ratio  dropped  11  points 
in  1  year,  under  the  Truman  adminis¬ 
tration;  that  under  5  years  of  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration,  farm  prices 
reached  their  low,  and  are  today  at  87 


percent  of  parity — and  that  the  drop  in 
farm  prices  in  5  years  under  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration  was  less  than  the 
drop  in  the  last  year  of  the  Truman  ad¬ 
ministration. 

Now  let  us  compare  the  increase  in 
5  years  to  the  fanners  to  put  in  and 
harvest  their  crops  under  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration:  In  1953,  total 
farm  production  expenses  were  $21.2  bil¬ 
lion.  For  1957,  they  are  $22.9  biliion,  or 
an  increase  of  8  percent  for  the  5  years, 
or  $1.7  billion.  The  increase  to  the 
farmers  under  5  years  in  total  produc¬ 
tion  costs  under  the  present  administra¬ 
tion  is  $1.7  billion,  as  compared  with  an 
increase  in  the  last  4  years  of  the  Tru¬ 
man  administration  in  the  farmers’  costs 
to  produce  his  crops  of  $4.6  billion — a 
percentage  increase  of  26  percent. 

And  the  farmers,  due  to  these  high 
prices,  have  been  in  trouble  since  that 
time. 

When  is  this  Congress  going  to  help 
give  the  farmer  relief  from  the  constant 
pyramiding  of  labor  costs  that  robs  the 
farmers  of  billions  of  dollars  a  year? 

We  hear  a  good  deal  of  talk  about  the 
farmers  not  getting  their  full  share  of 
the  dollar.  I  would  like  to  see  somebody 
instead  of  continuing  to  talk  about  it — 
to  do  something  about  it.  I  think  we  all 
know  where  you  have  to  go  to  do  some¬ 
thing  about  it.  You  cannot  have  a 
pyramiding  of  wages  because  of  the 
power  of  the  labor  monopoly  every  year 
whether  or  not  their  production  would 
justify  new  wage  contracts  every  year. 
And,  there  have  been  48  of  them,  I  think, 
this  year  running  from  17  cents  to  25 
cents  an  hour.  You  cannot  keep  these 
wages  going  up  all  the  time  unless  you 
penalize  the  farmer  from  the  day  his 
livestock  is  born  on  the  farm  and  from 
the  feed  lot  all  the  way  to  the  city  where 
it  is  delivered  to  the  consumer.  You  not 
only  penalize  all  of  the  farmers,  you  are 
also  penalizing  every  consumer  in 
Amcricd; 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  the  gentleman  5  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  It  also  brings  infla¬ 
tion  that  wipes  out  the  value  of  money 
and  prevents  procuring  the  things  that 
money  would  buy.  Why  do  we  not  do 
something  about  it?  I  would  like  to  see 
someone  of  stature  in  this  Congress,  on 
either  side  of  the  aisle,  come  up  with  a 
concurrent  resolution  and  appeal  to 
Walter  Reuther  to  call  off  at  the  present 
time  their  request  for  higher  wages  and 
help  to  stabilize  the  economy  of  our 
country  and  stop  this  inflation.  I  believe 
if  someone  would  offer  such  a  resolution 
and  the  Democrats  and  Republicans 
would  stand  solidly  behind  it  in  the 
House  and  Senate,  they  would  call  it  off. 
At  the  same  time  I  believe  the  same  sort 
of  resolution  ought  to  be  directed  to 
those  in  the  motor  manufacturing  busi¬ 
ness,  the  National  Association  of  Manu¬ 
facturers,  the  National  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce,  the  State  chambers  of  commerce, 
and  to  big  business,  medium  business, 
business  all  over  this  United  States  to 
cooperate  with  the  Government  and  stop 
this  ruinous  inflation. 
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Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Can  you  tell  about 
how  many  billions  we  have  appropriated 
for  unemployment? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  do  not  have  the 
figures. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Have  you  any  idea 
how  many  jobs? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  know  about  how 
many  people  are  out  of  jobs. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  How  many? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  About  5  million. 

I  think  it  is  serious.  Here  we  have 
prices  going  up,  people  out  of  work,  em¬ 
ployment  going  dow'n.  That  is  certainly 
proof  that  we  are  in  a  wage  squeeze.  A 
high  wage  and  price  recession.  It  is 
certainly  proof  that  the  big  labor  leaders 
of  the  Nation  are  pricing  their  own  peo¬ 
ple  out  of  jobs,  because  they  have  pro¬ 
duction  so  high  that  there  is  a  semi¬ 
strike  against  the  high  price  of  products 
produced. 

The  reason  I  say  I  would  like  someone 
to  introduce  a  resolution  like  that,  I 
introduced  a  resolution  like  that  last 
year  and  of  course  there  was  no  action 
taken.  But  why  do  we  not  now,  in  the 
interest  of  all  the  165  million  people, 
have  the  courage  to  try  to  stop  some  of 
this  inflation  and  penalizing  the  farmers 
and  everybody  who  buys  anything  by 
stabilizing  prices?  You  can  do  that  with¬ 
out  being  against  organized  labor.  The 
fact  is,  if  we  would  take  that  sort  of 
position  it  would  make  more  employ¬ 
ment  and  labor  being  fully  employed, 
would  go  home  with  more  pay  than 
they  have  under  the  situation  they  have 
now,  and  the  entire  Nation  would  bene¬ 
fit  from  the  action  we  would  take. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  again? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  This  is  not  any¬ 
thing  new.  If  you  will  read  the  hearings 
of  1945,  at  that  time  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  was  trying  to 
get  legislation  to  create  8  million — get 
that — 8  million  jobs  for  the  unemployed. 
We  had  Wallace  and  Fred  Vinson,  Phil 
Murray,  Green,  and  half  a  dozen  others 
down  before  the  committee — Eric  John¬ 
ston.  Do  not  forget  him.  He  is  one  of 
the  quacks  we  have  yet.  What  are  you 
going  to  do  about  it?  You  appropriate 
a  million  or  more  for  Federal  jobs,  and 
then  you  write  into  that  a  provision  that 
the  wages  shall  be  only  so  much  and  the 
hours  shall  be  so  much. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  There  could  be  the 
possibility,  answering  the  gentleman’s 
question,  that  the  Congress  has  not  given 
quite  the  attention  to  approaching  these 
problems  that  they  should  have  in  the 
past. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  myself  5  minutes  and  shall 
take  a  little  time  at  the  outset  to  make 
a  few  inquiries  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi,  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  refer  to  language  on 
page  6  of  the  report  under  the  general 
heading  “Need  for  Formal  Hearings,” 
where  we  have  this  language: 

After  hearings  on  the  operations  of  this 
Corporation,  the  committee  is  convinced 


that  the  Department  should  provide  for 
formal  hearings,  with  notice  given  in  ad¬ 
vance,  on  any  major  action  or  change  of 
policy  being  considered  by  the  officers  of  the 
Corporation.  Such  hearings  should  be 
printed  and  released  to  the  public,  together 
with  copies  of  any  orders  issued  and  reasons 
therefor. 

Now  I  would  like  to  make  just  a  few 
remarks  before  I  ask  the  gentleman  a 
question. 

A  procedure  whereby  CCC  would  give 
notice  in  advance  and  hold  hearings  be¬ 
fore  taking  any  major  action  or  making 
a  change  of  policy  would  be  totally  un¬ 
workable.  The  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
meets  on  an  average  of  once  a  week, 
considering  on  an  average  of  about 
five  items. 

If  it  should  be  necessary  to  hold  a 
public  hearing  and  issue  public  records 
before  any  action  could  be  taken  by  the 
CCC  Board  it  would  be  necessary  to  have 
hearings  going  on  all  of  the  time.  If 
top  officials  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  CCC  would  be  expected  to 
attend  these  hearings  they  would  have 
little  time  for  the  performance  of  any 
other  duties. 

At  one  time  we  had  an  extensive  sys¬ 
tem  of  commodity  and  industry  ad¬ 
visory  committees.  We  found  that  these 
committees  had  only  limited  usefulness 
in  many  types  of  situations.  Many  of 
the  committees  were  abolished.  If,  how¬ 
ever,  we  attempted  to  hold  public  hear¬ 
ings  on  every  change  in  policy  those  who 
could  be  expected  to  attend  would  be 
about  the  same  group  we  previously  had 
on  these  committees,  and  we  would  be 
returning  to  a  system  previously  tried 
and  found  wanting  in  many  respects. 

May  I  ask  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  this  question: 
Just  what  would  the  gentleman  consider 
to  be  a  major  change  in  policy  or  major 
action  requiring  formal  hearings? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  the  statement  which  he  just 
read  accurately  reflects  the  view  of  the 
committee.  Let  me  preface  my  remarks 
now  by  saying  that  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  a  $14  billion  cor¬ 
poration.  The  officials  of  that  corpora¬ 
tion  approved  a  policy  of  inspecting  and 
reclassifying  cotton  afer  the  cotton  had 
been  sold,  and  the  record  shows  that 
about  $36  million  was  paid  out  in  re¬ 
funds.  Yet  the  buyers  of  the  cotton 
received  more  for  it  when  they  sold  it 
on  a  competitive  world  market  than  the 
original  price. 

Another  thing  we  have  to  bear  in 
mind  is  the  extent  to  which  policies  of 
governmental  departments  affect  people. 
It  is  difficult  to  measure  them  in  dollars 
and  cents.  But  decisions  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Communications  Commission  do 
not  amount  to  nearly  as  much  in  dol¬ 
lars  and  cents  as  decisions  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  Its  trans¬ 
actions  reach  to  the  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  and  the  effect  of  its 
action  is  to  take  it  out  of  the  pockets 
of  some  and  put  it  into  the  pockets  of 
others. 

We  have  been  very  careful  in  this  re¬ 
port  not  to  make  any  charge  against  the 
officers  as  individuals,  and  I  make  none 
now.  But  I  do  say  that  decisions  made 


by  the  officers  of  this  $14  billion  cor¬ 
poration  have  effects  that  extend  to 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  which 
people  make  or  lose,  or  even  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  might  lose  it.  Certainly  we 
should  have  some  established  means  or 
method  whereby  such  major  policies  are 
decided. 

in  citing  the  following  examples  I  do 
not  want  them  to  be  taken  as  restrictive. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  knows 
the  attiude  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Congress  is  insisting 
upon  a  competitive  sales  approach  to 
the  disposition  of  the  CCC  commodities. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Department  is  very 
proud  of  this  wonderful  record  they 
have  made  under  this  approach  to  the 
disposition  of  commodities.  The  solu¬ 
tion  completely  changed  the  earlier 
policy  of  export  subsidies. 

Now  we  learn  indirectly  that  the  De¬ 
partment  plans  to  substitute  an  export 
subsidy  plan  for  competitive  sales. 

I  cite  that  as  one  illustration  where 
this  Corporation  did  not  even  advise  the 
Congress,  did  not  even  advise  our  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield 
myself  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  cite  that  as  one 
illustration.  But  by  citing  it  I  do  not 
want  to  restrict  the  inclusion  of  some¬ 
thing  of  a  similar  nature.  “Major  pol¬ 
icy”  has  a  general  definition  and  they 
know  what  we  mean. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  realizes  I  am  asking  this  ques¬ 
tion  for  the  purpose  of  construing  what 
is  meant  by  this  language.  Will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  kindly  place  in  the  Record  at 
his  convenience  today  any  further  defi¬ 
nition  he  might  have  relative  to  my 
question? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  glad  to  en¬ 
lighten  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  May  I 
bring  up  one  more  point?  I  refer  to  the 
last  paragraph  on  page  9  of  the  report. 
The  language  there  reads: 

In  view  of  congressional  interest  in  a  con¬ 
sistent  sales  policy,  the  sales  manager  is  di¬ 
rected  to  report  monthly  to  the  Speaker  of 
the  House,  and  to  the  appropriate  commit¬ 
tees  of  the  House  and  Senate,  the  policies, 
activities,  and  developments,  including  all 
sales  and  disposals,  with  regard  to  each  com¬ 
modity  which  the  Corporation  owns  or 
which  it  is  directed  to  support. 

As  a  premise  to  my  question,  may  I 
say  this:  The  general  sales  manager  can 
render  a  monthly  report  on  sales  accom¬ 
plishments  with  regard  to  each  com¬ 
modity  which  the  Corporation  owns  or 
which  it  is  directed  to  support.  Pro¬ 
posed  Department  policies,  activities, 
and  developments  relating  to  the  dispo¬ 
sal  of  CCC  commodities  must,  of  neces¬ 
sity,  be  discussed  between  the  general 
sales  manager’s  office,  the  Office  of  the 
Administrator,  and  the  Secretary’s 
Office.  The  sales  manager  is,  therefore, 
not  in  a  position  to  report  proposed 
policies,  activities,  and  developments 
until  such  proposed  actions  have  been 
finalized. 

Here  is  my  question:  Mr.  Whitten,  is 
it  not  your  intention  to  have  such  reports 
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as  may  be  required  transmitted  to  you 
as  chairman  by  the  Secretary  himself? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  agree  with  the 
facts  that  the  gentleman  has  pointed 
out.  The  sales  manager  could  not  report 
until  after  the  fact.  But  I  would  insist 
that  the  intent  there  is  to  have  the  sales 
manager  make  the  reports.  In  support 
of  that,  I  point  out  that  the  sales  mana¬ 
ger’s  position  was  created  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  an  appropriation  bill  a  few 
years  ago.  May  I  say  further  that  Con¬ 
gress  itself  might  give  some  thought  to 
additional  legislation  for  a  proper  audit, 
with  a  view  to  looking  after  and  super¬ 
vising  this  $14  billion  Corporation. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  am  en¬ 
tirely  in  agreement  on  that  point  with 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  that  the 
reports  should  come  to  the  Congress 
from  the  sales  manager.  I  would  agree 
that,  being  an  employee  of  the  corpora¬ 
tion,  he  would  not  be  at  liberty  to  advise 
us  until  after  the  actions  were  taken. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  am  sure 
the  gentleman  does  not  mean  that  the 
sales  manager  should  report  on  pending- 
developments  which  might  touch  off  a 
splurge  of  speculation? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  As  an  employee  of 
the  corporation,  certainly  he  would  not 
have  that  authority,  and  I  would  not 
want  him  to  have  it. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Knox]. 

(Mr.  KNOX  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KNOX.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  raise  3  points  in  connection 
with  this  legislation  which  is  before  the 
House  for  consideration  today.  The  bill 
provides  for  a  hundred  million  dollars 
for  the  school  lunch  program.  What 
method  is  used  in  the  releasing  of  these 
funds?  What  happens  to  the  $75  million 
which  has  been  appropriated  in  the  past 
years  for  the  school  milk  program  or  is 
that  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KNOX.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  milk  program  is 
entirely  separate  from  the  school-lunch 
program.  It  is  under  a  special  law. 
The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  fi¬ 
nances  the  Government’s  part  of  the  spe¬ 
cial-milk  program,  and  this  committee, 
in  turn,  merely  restores  the  money  to 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  KNOX.  I  understand  the  basic 
law,  but  does  this  $100  million  amend 
the  basic  law  in  any  way  so  that  the  $75 
million  could  not  be  available  for  the 
school-milk  program? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  school-milk  pro¬ 
gram  would  proceed.  This  appropria¬ 
tion  to  the  school-lunch  program  is 
divided  under  a  formula  between  the 
various  States.  Eighty-five  million 
dollars  is  paid  to  the  States  through  a 
formula  for  contribution  to  the  school- 
lunch  program  and  $15  million  of  the 
$100  million  is  retained  in  the  Washing¬ 


ton  office  to  buy  special  foods  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  complete  lunch  for 
the  various  schools. 

Mr.  KNOX.  In  other  words,  the  basic 
law  has  not  been  changed  as  far  as  the 
milk  program  is  concerned? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  right. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Washington  [Mr.  Horan]  . 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has 
been  my  pleasure  to  serve  on  this  com¬ 
mittee  now  for  better  than  a  dozen 
years,  and  I  have  enjoyed  the  service 
immensely.  I  am  rather  proud  of  some 
of  the  accomplishments  achieved  for 
American  agriculture  during  that  time, 
and  the  close'  cooperation  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  has  resulted  in  many  things 
that  are  good  for  American  agriculture. 

If  I  may,  I  would  like  to  read  a  para¬ 
graph  on  page  5  of  the  report  which  I 
think  expresses  the  spirit  of  this  sub¬ 
committee  : 

This  is  not  a  partisan  matter.  It  is  a 
matter  which  affects  every  citizen  of  the 
United  States — and  of  the  entire  world.  We 
must  preserve  our  agricultural  economy,  If 
we  are  to  protect  the  economic  health  of 
every  part  of  our  society. 

I  would  like  to  include  here  a  brief 
reference  to  several  things  that  are  be¬ 
ing  done  and  of  which  this  subcommit¬ 
tee  has  shown  an  interest  through  the 
years. 

For  one  thing,  we  have  observed  the 
operations  of  Public  Law  480  which  has 
seen  $4  billions  worth  of  commodities, 
most  of  them  surplus,  moved  into  con¬ 
sumption  around  the  world.  In  fact  this 
and  the  sales  force  which  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  helped  to  institute  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  has  seen  almost  the  depletion  of 
some  of  our  most  troublesome  surpluses 
in  cotton,  wheat  and  other  commodities. 
Since  fiscal  year  1953,  we  have  increased 
agricultural  research  by  95  percent. 
This  year  a  new  emphasis  is  being  placed 
upon  utilization  research. 

Personally,  I  do  not  agree  with  this 
emphasis  believing  that  production  re¬ 
search  is  most  apt  to  help  the  man  ac¬ 
tually  producing  food  and  fiber.  We 
Rave  made  tremendous  strides  in  the 
eradication  of  brucellosis.  In  fact,  we 
have  980  counties  in  41  States  now  being 
certified  as  modified  free  of  this  disease. 

Since  1953  we  have  increased  exten¬ 
sion  work  by  about  80  percent.  One  of 
the  things  that  has  happened  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  since  1954 
and  of  which  this  subcommittee  is  par¬ 
ticularly  proud  is  the  revitalizing  of  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service.  Today  we 
have  attaches  stationed  in  51  foreign 
posts  covering  about  100  countries. 
Their  work  has  been  a  tremendous 
factor  in  the  virtual  doubling  of  agri¬ 
cultural  exports  in  the  last  4  years. 

In  1954  the  Farm  Credit  Administra¬ 
tion  was  made  an  independent  agency, 
a  move  long  urged  by  farmers  and  farm 
organizations.  We  have  also  stepped  up 
and  improved  the  service  through  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration. 

More  soil  conservation  has  been  ap¬ 
plied  in  the  last  5  years  than  any  other 
period  in  our  history.  This  includes  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven- 
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tion  Act  of  1954.  This  is  particularly 
helpful  where  flooding  conditions  exist. 
The  last  4  years  has  seen  tremendously 
beneficial  programs  instituted  in  dis¬ 
aster  relief.  Since  July  1953,*  $600  mil¬ 
lions  has  been  extended  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  various  kinds  of 
special  draught  and  disaster  aid. 

Social  security  has  been  extended  to 
farm  families  and  farmworkers.  Spe¬ 
cial  milk  programs  have  been  instituted. 

All  of  these  programs  have  had  their 
impact  on  agriculture.  Today  I  feel 
that  the  commerce  in  agriculture  and 
its  free  movement  by  private  trade  is 
on  the  threshold  of  an  era  that  will  be 
of  tremendous  value  to  the  American 
farmer. 

(Mr.  HORAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 

HlBilkS  ) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Watts J. 

(Mr.  WATTS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WATTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
happy  that  my  colleague  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  has  clarified  the  statements  con¬ 
tained  in  the  report  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  and  has  made  it  plain 
that  in  consolidating  the  funds  for  meat 
and  poultry  inspection,  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  did  not  intend  to  place 
poultry  inspection  under  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Research  Service. 

As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  which 
handled  the  legislation  which  ultimately 
became  the  Poultry  Products  Inspection 
Act,  I  am  vitally  interested,  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  vitallyinterested,  in  making  cer¬ 
tain  that  nothing  is  done  to  interfere 
with  the  effective  administration  of  this 
legislation. 

This  legislation  was  the  outgrowth  of 
extensive  hearings  held  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  during  the  84th  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  1st  session  of  the  85th  Con¬ 
gress.  The  precise  question  of  which 
agency  should  administer  the  Poultry 
Products  Inspection  Act  was  carefully 
considered  by  the  committee.  A  number 
of  the  bills  which  were  under  consid¬ 
eration  would  have,  by  legislative  action, 
placed  the  administration  of  the  poultry 
inspection  program  in  the  Agriculture 
Research  Service  as  a  part  of  the  red 
meat  inspection  program.  Some  bills 
would  have  merely  amended  the  Meat 
Inspection  Act,  thereby  making  poultry 
inspection  merely  a  part  of  the  Meat 
Inspection  Act.  Other  proposals  would 
have  placed  administration  in  the  Poul¬ 
try  Division  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Service.  In  the  course  of  the  exten¬ 
sive  hearings  and  consideration  given  to 
this  legislation,  the  committee  rejected 
those  proposals  that  poultry  inspection 
should  be  combined  with  red  meat  in¬ 
spection  and  carried  out  under  the  Meat 
Inspection  Division  of  the  Agriculture 
Research  Service. 

There  are  many  reasons  which 
prompted  the  committee  in  its  belief  that 
poultry  inspection  could  probably  best 
be  administered  in  the  Poultry  Division 
of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 
The  committee  recognized  that  there  are 
substantial  differences  between  poultry 
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and  red-meat  animals  and  that  their 
production,  distribution  and  marketing 
channels  are  entirely  different  and  that 
they  are  commodities  which  compete  di¬ 
rectly  with  one  another.  Under  these 
circumstances,  it  was  determined  that 
an  inspection  program  which  would 
make  the  poultry  program  a  mere  ap¬ 
pendage  of  the  red-meat  program,  which 
had  been  developed  to  meet  the  peculiar 
circumstances  surrounding  the  produc¬ 
tion  and  distribution  of  red-meat  ani¬ 
mals,  would  not  be  satisfactory  for  poul¬ 
try.  Poultry  today  is  a  major  segment 
of  our  agricultural  economy.  It  is  the 
third  largest  producer  of  cash  farm  in¬ 
come  and  accounts  for  about  11  percent 
of  the  gross  income  from  all  agriculture. 
The  Poultry  Division  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service  conducts  many  other 
activities  which  are  essential  and  neces¬ 
sary  to  poultry  producers.  These  activ¬ 
ities  include  egg  inspection,  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  standards  of  quality  and  grades, 
marketing  research  activities,  and  sec¬ 
tion  32  and  other  programs  affecting 
poultry.  To  have  taken  the  poultry-in¬ 
spection  program  out  of  the  Poultry 
Division  and  placed  it  elsewhere  would 
have  weakened  the  Poultry  Division  and 
consequently  the  activities  which  it  per¬ 
forms.  Instead  of  promoting  economy, 
it  would  make  for  inefficiencies  because 
the  same  personnel  which  supervise  these 
other  activities  will  also  supervise  the 
poultry-inspection  program.  Another 
factor  which  the  committee  recognized 
in  placing  poultry  inspection  in  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service  is  that  this 
Service  carries  out  cooperative  programs 
with  State  departments  of  agriculture,  a 
practice  which  is  not  followed  by  the 
Meat  Inspection  Division  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service. 

It  was  clear  to  the  committee  from  the 
testimony  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  that,  unless  a  specific  directive 
■were  written  into  the  bill  requiring  the 
Secretary  to  carry  out  the  act  under  the 
Meat  Inspection  Division,  it  would  be 
carried  out  separately  from  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  and  under  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Service. 

The  Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act — 
Public  Law  85-172 — provides  in  subsec¬ 
tion  4  (k) : 

The  term  "inspection  service”  means  the 
official  Government  service  within  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  designated  by  the 
Secretary  as  having  the  responsibility  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

The  rejection  of  the  bills  which  would 
have  placed  the  poultry  inspection  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  Agricultural  Research  Serv¬ 
ice  and  the  definition  of  the  term  “in¬ 
spection  service”  as  contained  in  the  bill 
which  was  enacted  constituted  an  affirm¬ 
ative  determination  by  the  committee 
reporting  the  bill  and  of  the  Congress 
that  the  inspection  service  should  con¬ 
tinue  in  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service — not  in  the  Meat  Inspection  Di¬ 
vision  of  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service.  It  was  determined  that  these 
two  operations  should  be  kept  separated 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
that  poultry  inspection  should  continue 
to  be  carried  out  under  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  however,  was  given  author¬ 


ity  to  review  the  entire  matter  and  to 
place  it  in  the  agency  in  the  Department 
which  in  his  opinion  could  best  carry  out 
the  objectives  of  the  act. 

The  Poultry  Division  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service  has  de¬ 
veloped  poultry  inspection  procedures 
during  the  last  25  years  under  the  volun¬ 
tary  inspection  program.  This  agency 
is  manned  by  highly  trained  competent 
personnel  with  long  experience  in  poul¬ 
try.  It  has  a  record  of  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion  experience  and  achievement  which 
is  unequaled,  and  it  was  obvious  to  the 
committee  that  it  was  the  best  qualified 
agency  to  carry  out  the  mandatory  in¬ 
spection  program. 

Since  the  enactment  of  this  law  and 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  thereof,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  taken  for¬ 
mal  administrative  action  and  has  dele¬ 
gated  the  responsibility  for  administer¬ 
ing  the  Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act 
to  the  Poultry  Division  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service,  entirely  sepa¬ 
rate  from  the  meat  inspection  service  as 
was  the  intention  of  the  law. 

I  am  happy  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Agriculture  Subcommittee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations  has  clarified  the  statements  con¬ 
tained  in  the  committee  report,  because 
I  am  sure  that  he  recognizes  the  need 
and  necessity  for  maintaining  a  poultry 
inspection  division  which  is  not  over¬ 
shadowed  by  or  subordinated  to  red- 
meat  inspection.  These  statements  to¬ 
gether  with  the  legislative  history  of  the 
Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  will,  I 
believe,  again  serve  to  make  it  clear  that 
it  is  the  intention  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  that  the  inspection  program 
continue  to  be  administered  by  the  Poul¬ 
try  Division  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Service. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Harrison]. 

(Mr.  HARRISON  of  Virginia  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  appreciate  and  I  am  happy 
to  concur  in  the  statement  of  my  col¬ 
league  from  Kentucky,  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Poultry  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  His  state¬ 
ment  makes  it  quite  clear  that  existing 
law  requires  that  poultry  inspection  be 
carried  out  by  the  Poultry  Division  of 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service.  I  also 
appreciate  the  clarifying  statement  of 
my  colleague  from  Mississippi  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Agriculture  Subcommittee  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  that  in 
reporting  the  appropriation  bill  it  was 
not  the  intent  of  the  committee  to  place 
poultry  inspection  under  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service. 

If  there  were  the  least  doubt  as  to 
either  of  these  propositions  I  would  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  bill  to  separate  the 
appropriation  for  meat  inspection  and 
poultry  inspection.  This,  however,  I 
conceive  now  to  be  unnecessary  in  view 
of  the  clear  provision  of  the  law  placing 
the  administration  of  the  Poultry  Prod¬ 
ucts  Inspection  Act  in  that  service 
within  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
which  the  Secretary  has  “designated  for 
that  purpose”  namely  the  Poultry  Di¬ 
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vision  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service.  It  is,  therefore,  clear  that  the 
funds  appropriated  by  the  bill  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  the  law  relating 
to  Federal  inspection  of  poultry  will  be 
available  for  financing  the  cost  of  the 
poultry  inspection  program  conducted 
by  the  Poultry  Division  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service,  as  there  is  no 
other  provision  of  law  which  authorizes 
it  to  be  administered  elsewhere. 

I  concur  in  the  reasons  stated  by  my 
colleague  from  Kentucky  as  to  the  ne¬ 
cessity  of  maintaining  poultry  inspection 
completely  separate  from  the  red  meat 
inspection  program. 

In  the  interest  of  clarity,  it  might  be 
more  advisable  if  the  items  for  meat  in¬ 
spection  and  poultry  inspection  were  sep¬ 
arated.  However,  I  deem  the  language 
is  not  vital  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
bill  requires  the  expenditures  should  be 
made  in  accordance  with  law,  and  the 
basic  law  does  not  provide  for  poultry 
inspection  by  Agricultural  Research 
Service. _ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Govern]  . 

(Mr.  McGOVERN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
native  State  of  South  Dakota  has  been 
hard  hit  by  both  the  agricultural  and  the 
industrial  part  of  the  recession.  The 
Benson  policies  have  badly  hurt  our 
farmers.  Other  administration  policies 
have  triggered  industrial  unemployment. 
Today,  we  are  considering  another  fail¬ 
ure,  which  may  bring  further  dangers  to 
economic  welfare  of  our  farmers  and 
workers.  I  am  talking  about  the  meat 
and  poultry  inspection  appropriation 
provided  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  appropriation  bill  now  before  us. 

If  no  other  funds  are  approved  for 
meat  inspection,  but  the  amount  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill,  I  very  much  fear  that 
the  livestock  and  meatpacking  industry 
will  be  further  injured.  The  shortage  of 
meat  inspectors  has  already  caused  in¬ 
stances  of  curtailments  in  meat  produc¬ 
tion  in  some  parts  of  the  Nation.  These 
curtailments  will  necessarily  inrease  in 
numbers  and  duration  unless  an  ade¬ 
quate  number  of  inspectors  are  added  to 
the  staff  of  Meat  Inspection  Division. 

No  meat  may  be  slaughtered  without 
the  supervision  of  a  meat  inspector. 
Therefore,  when  sufficient  inspectors  are 
not  available  for  work  in  slaughtering 
plants,  the  number  of  livestock  killed 
must  be  reduced.  This  carries  the  dan¬ 
ger  of  higher  meat  prices  for  the  con¬ 
sumer,  lower  prices  for  livestock  for 
farmers,  more  unemployment  for  work¬ 
ers  and  reduced  profits  for  meatpacking 
firms. 

The  appropriation  bill  we  are  consid¬ 
ering  does  not  banish  these  dangers.  On 
the  contrary,  it  brings  them  closer.  For 
meat  inspection,  this  bill  would  provide 
funds  for  the  addition  of  only  one-third 
of  the  new  inspectors  needed. 

I  do  not  say  this  in  criticism  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee  or  its  Agri¬ 
culture  Subcommittee.  Considering  the 
appropriations  request  sent  to  it  by  the 
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Eisenhower  administration,  I  believe  the 
Committee  has  done  the  very  best  it  can. 
It  has  approved  in  full  the  total  amount 
estimated  by  the  administration  for 
meat  and  poultry  inspection  for  fiscal 
year  1959. 

The  administration  must  take  the 
blame  for  the  inadequacy  of  the  inspec¬ 
tion  budget.  It  has  not  taken  the  needs 
of  consumers,  farmers  and  workers  into 
consideration  in  these  programs  any 
more  than  it  has  on  so- many  others.  It 

was  cowed  by  the  pressure  for  deep 
budget  cuts,  which  was  brought  to  bear 
on  all  of  us  last  year.  And  the  admin¬ 
istration  caved  in. 

We  remember  all  too  well  President 
Eisenhower’s  remarks  that  domestic  pro¬ 
grams  must  be  cut  to  make  up  for  the 
extra  defense  spending.  This  is  the 
result. 

The  administration’s  estimate  for 
meat  inspection  was  some  $2  million 
below  what  it  should  have  been.  Instead 
of  more  than  $19  million,  it  asked 
$17,326,000. 

But  this  dismal  picture  of  too  little 
began  to  change  yesterday — I  hope  not 
too  late. 

I  am  told  that  Secretary  Benson,  in 
answer  to  a  question,  told  the  Senate 
Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcommit¬ 
tee  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  now 
considering  a  more  than  $2  million  sup¬ 
plementary  appropriations  for  the  meat 
inspection  program.  This  is  indeed  good 
news.  Consumers,  farmers,  workers,  and 
the  packinghouse  industry  may  get  a 
break  yet. 

In  the  appropriation  bill,  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  and  poultry  inspection  are  inte¬ 
grated.  I  believe  this  to  be  a  good  and 
wise  move  by  the  Agriculture  Appropria¬ 
tions  Subcommittee.  Since  the  qualifica¬ 
tions  for  both  inspection  jobs  are  the 
same,  these  jobs  should  actually  be  in¬ 
terchangeable  when  the  need  arises 
without  the  redtape  involved  in  the  bor¬ 
rowing  of  one  division  from  another. 

This  flexibility  should  be  of  great  help 
to  the  poultry  inspection  program. 
Members  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  have  told  me  that  the  exact  needs 
of  this  program  are  not  as  easily,  deter¬ 
minable  now  as  those  for  meat  inspec¬ 
tion.  This  is  because  poultry  inspection 
is  new  and  will  not  go  into  full  opera¬ 
tion  until  January  1,  1959. 

The  appropriation  bill  provides  only 
$6,500,000  for  the  operation  of  poultry 
inspection  in  fiscal  year  1959.  Some  $7 
million  have  been  suggested  by  experts 
as  its  minimum  needs.  The  bill  would, 
therefore,  leave  poultry  inspection 
$500,000  short. 

But  with  consolidation  of  meat  and 
poultry  inspection  and  the  approval  of 
a  supplementary  appropriation,  this 
problem  would  be  solved.  Such  extra 
funds  as  are  necessary  for  poultry  in¬ 
spection  would,  undoubtedly,  be  made 
available  to  it. 

In  short,  the  supplementary  appro¬ 
priations  for  a  combined  inspection  di¬ 
vision  would  solve  the  problems  of  both 
the  meat  and  poultry  inspection  pro¬ 
grams. 

I,  therefore,  urge  the  administration 
not  to  repeat  its  pennywise,  pound- 
foolish  mistakes  of  the  past.  I  hope  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  will  quickly  send 


to  Congress  a  request  for  supplementary 
appropriations. 

And  I  urge  the  Agriculture  Appropria¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  to  approve  these 
supplementary  funds  and  allow  us  in  the 
House  to  act  on  them  swiftly. 

In  view  of  the  present  economic  crisis, 
our  Nation — and  particularly  the  States 
in  which  livestock  raising  and  slaughter¬ 
ing  is  vitally  important,  as  in  South  Da¬ 
kota — cannot  afford  unneeded  produc¬ 
tion  curtailments  in  a  great  industry. 
Also,  we  owe  it  to  the  consumers  of  our 
Nation  that  adequate  inspection  is  avail¬ 
able  for  meat  and  poultry,  so  that  they 
can  truly  have  the  protection  which  they 
expect. 

An  Appeal  To  Save  the  Meat  Inspection 
Program 

The  meat  inspection  program  is  now  in  the 
greatest  crisis  of  its  half-century  existence. 
This  Federal  service,  which  has  earned  the 
respect  of  every  group  in  American  life  for 
its  steadfast  and  effective  protection  of  the 
consumer  and  livestock  producers,  is  already 
unable  to  fulfill  its  job  and  is  in  danger  of 
deteriorating  further. 

In  recent  years,  appropriations  have  not 
kept  pace  with  the  increase  in  the  Meat  In¬ 
spection  Division’s  workload,  which  rose  with 
continuing  increases  in  the  number  of  ani¬ 
mals  slaughtered  and  the  decentralization  of 
the  meat  industry.  The  Division  has  shifted 
its  employees  back  and  forth;  borrowed  vet¬ 
erinarians  from  other  sections  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  taken  other  tempo¬ 
rary  expedients  to  meet  the  severe  shortage 
of  inspectors. 

But  now  this  system  of  patchwork  is 
reaching  the  breaking  point.  Last  year,  some 
of  our  organizations  reported  to  Congress 
instances  of  slowdowns  in  meat  production 
in  some  meat  plants  in  18  cities  because 
insufficient  inspectors  were  available.  Now, 
this  problem  has  worsened.  The  1957  slow¬ 
downs  lasting  a  few  hours  have  now  increased 
20  and  more  percent  cuts  in  slaughtering 
lasting  a  week  at  a  time  in  some  plants. 

The  consequences  are  serious.  They  are: 
A  definite  threat  to  consumer  protection, 
further  cuts  in  farmers’  incomes,  more  lay¬ 
offs  in  packinghouse  workers’  jobs,  and  fur¬ 
ther  reduction  in  meatpacking  firms’  profits. 

Unfortunately,  the  President’s  budget  for 
the  fiscal  year  1959  promises  no  improve¬ 
ment.  It  actually  carries  a  request  for 
$1,392,000  less  than  the  budget  of  fiscal  year 
1958.  The  $17,326,000  requested  in  the  fiscal 
year  1959  budget  would  restrict  the  Meat 
Inspection  Division  to  a  staff  even  smaller 
than  it  maintained  in  the  current  fiscal 
year.  This  is  blatantly  inadequate. 

Actually,  the  Division  needs  an  increase  of 
412  inspectors.  This  is  apparent  from  the 
following:  In  fiscal  year  1957,  the  Division 
had  3,023  employees.  For  fiscal  year  1958,  it 
demonstrated  the  need  for  192  more  em¬ 
ployees,  but  funds  were  not  made  available. 
In  fiscal  year  1959,  another  3  percent  in¬ 
crease  in  meat  plants  needing  inspection  is 
expected  and  a  1.5  percent  increase  in  in¬ 
spectors,  or  48  additional  inspectors,  will  be 
required.  Therefore,  the  Meat  Inspection 
Division,  in  order  to  carry  out  its  functions 
adequately,  must  have  3,263  inspectors 
(3,023  plus  192  plus  48).  But  the  Division 
will  have  only  2,851  inspectors  on  July  1, 
1958. 

The  Meat  Inspection  Division,  therefore, 
needs  an  appropriation  for  fiscal  year  1959 
of  $19,202,184,  not  of  $17,326,000,  as  the 
budget  indicates. 

We  firmly  believe  such  an  appropriation 
Imperative  if  the  meat  inspection  program 
is  to  be  saved.  Economy  in  Government  is 
one  thing;  pennypinching,  which  endangers 
the  health  and  livelihood  of  tens  of  millions 
of  Americans,  is  another.  We  urge  the  ad¬ 
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ministration  to  change  its  budget  estimate. 

We  urge  Congress  to  appropriate  the  truly 
needed  amount  of  $19,202,184.  The  health 
and  economic  welfare  of  consumers,  farm¬ 
ers,  packinghouse  workers,  and  meatpacking 
industry  are  at  stake. 

Thomas  J.  Lloyd  and  Patrick  E.  Gor¬ 
man,  president  and  secretary-treas¬ 
urer,  Amalgamated  Meat  Cutters  and 
Butcher  Workmen  (AFL-CIO);  Rad¬ 
ford  Hall,  executive  secretary,  Ameri¬ 
can  National  Cattlemen’s  Association; 
Homer  R.  Davison,  president,  Ameri¬ 
can  Meat  Institute;  James  G.  Patton, 
president,  The  National  Farmers  Un¬ 
ion;  Herschel  D.  Newsom,  master.  The 
National  Grange;  John  A.  Killick,  ex¬ 
ecutive  secretary,  National  Independ¬ 
ent  Meat  Packers  Association;  Dr.  R. 

A.  Hendershott,  secretary.  United 
States  Livestock  Sanitary  Association; 

E.  F.  Forbes,  president  and  general 
manager,  Western  States  Meat  Pack¬ 
ers  Association. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chaiiman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  she  may  desire  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Idaho  [Mrs.  PfostI. 

(Mrs.  PFOST  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mrs.  PFOST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
stress  again  the  importance  of  institut-  t 
ing  sound  soil-  and  water-conservation  " 
practices  in  all  parts  of  this  country.  I 
am  interested,  of  course,  in  seeing  that 
they  are  employed  particularly  in  my 
State  of  Idaho  and  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  in  general. 

Such  practices  in  the  area  could  be 
greatly  improved  by  the  establishment 
of  a  soil  and  water  conservation  research 
laboratory  similar  to  those  now  operat¬ 
ing  in  other  parts  of  the  country.  A  re¬ 
port  on  the  urgent  need  for  such  a  labo¬ 
ratory  has  recently  been  prepared  by 
the  National  Association  of  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Districts  in  the  States  of  Ore¬ 
gon,  Washington,  Idaho,  and  Nevada. 

Funds  for  this  laboratory  were  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Agriculture  Department’s 
budget  requests,  and  are  not  in  the  bill 
before  us  today.  It  is  estimated,  that 
the  initial  cost  of  a  laboratory  would  be 
about  a  million  dollars,  which  would 
cover  the  cost  of  greenhouses,  other 
buildings  and  soil  processing  facilities.  | 
An  additional  million  dollars  will  be 
needed  later,  on  a  recurring  basis,  to  sup¬ 
port  personnel  and  operating  expenses 
for  the  laboratory,  and  for  a  field  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  Northwest.  Funds  would 
be  divided  equally  between  soil-  and 
water-research  programs,  for  dry  farm 
lands,  range  lands  and  irrigated  lands. 

It  is  my  sincere  hope  that  the  other 
body  will  write  into  this  bill  $1  million 
to  launch  the  laboratory  in  the  fiscal 
year  1959,  and  that  the  House  conferees 
will  be  willing  to  accept  the  sum  in  the 
conference  version  of  the  bill. 

There  is  no  question  about  the  mount¬ 
ing  need  for  a  soil-  and  water-research 
laboratory  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
This  area  is  in  many  ways  an  agricul¬ 
tural  frontier.  Its  proper  development 
is  most  important  in  planning  future 
food  production  to  meet  our  expanding 
population.  Thousands  of  acres  have 
been  brought  under  water  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  in  the  last  quarter  of  a  cen¬ 
tury — and  vast  areas  of  virgin  lands  re¬ 
main  to  be  irrigated.  The  rapid  develop¬ 
ment  of  some  of  the  irrigation  projects, 
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and  the  resultant  drainage,  water-  and 
soil-management  problems  that  have 
arisen,  make  the  establishment  of  a 
Northwest  water-  and  soil-conservation, 
laboratory  of  vital  necessity. 

Soil  and  water  laboratories  in  other 
sections  of  the  country  have  made  no¬ 
table  contributions  to  moisture  conser¬ 
vation,  erosion  control  and  soil  fertility 
practices  in  their  area.  Groups  of  scien¬ 
tists  can  naturally  work  best  as  teams  on 
these  various  problems  and  their  funda¬ 
mental  findings  can  be  put  to  use  wher¬ 
ever  problems  exist. 

A  1954  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture  report  on  the  Columbia 
River  Basin  pinpoints  some  of  the  other 
problems  in  the  area.  The  report 
stresses  that  many  towns,  farms  and 
even  some  large  cities  are  so  located  that 
they  suffer  flood  damage  during  the  oc¬ 
casional  high  streamflow,  and  that 
proper  treatment  and  management  of 
the  land  on  the  watersheds  could  help 
control  these  floods.  Water  conserva¬ 
tion  and  control  are  inseparable  parts  of 
good  land  management. 

The  plan  for  a  Pacific  Northwest  Lab¬ 
oratory  grew  out  of  an  inventory  of  the 
problems  of  over  200  soil  conservation 
districts.  At  first  the  idea  was  opposed 
by  agricultural  experiment  stations  and 
the  land-rgrant  colleges  of  the  area,  but 
most  of  them  are  now  enthusiastically 
supporting  the  proposal.  I  have  a  tele¬ 
gram  in  favor  of  the  Laboratory  from 
Dr.  D.  R.  Theophilus,  president  of  the 
University  of  Idaho,  and  Dr.  James  E. 
Kraus,  director  of  the  agricultural  col¬ 
lege  and  experiment  station  at  the  uni¬ 
versity. 

One  of  the  most  persuasive  arguments 
I  have  read  on  the  importance  of  ap¬ 
propriating  the  funds  for  this  Labora¬ 
tory  was  made  by  Mr.  Don  G.  Frederick  - 
sen,  area  vice  president  of  the  National 
Association  of  Soil  Conservation  Dis¬ 
tricts,  and  one  of  the  originators  of  the 
laboratory  idea.  Mr.  Fredericksen  says : 

We  are  aware  of  the  urgency  of  stepping 
up  the  Nation’s  missile  program  and  the 
pressure  Congress  is  under  to  adjust  to  the 
national  program  to  meet  the  expanding 
need.  But  from  our  findings  we  feel  that  a 
soil  and  water  laboratory  for  the  Northwest, 
similar  to  those  authorized  in  the  last  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress  for  other  sections  of  the 
country,  is  urgently  needed.  It  will  not 
make  too  much  difference  how  many  missiles 
we  produce  If  we  do  not  have  the  soil  and 
water  resources  to  produce  the  food  and 
fiber  for  our  expanding  population.  Un¬ 
less  we  get  information  to  the  farmer  on  how 
to  control  tremendous  losses  in  soil  and 
water  in  this  area,  many  of  our  farmers  will 
be  forced  out  of  business. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  this  Con¬ 
gress  will  appropriate  the  necessary 
funds  to  make  the  Pacific  Northwest  Soil 
and  Water  Research  Laboratory  a 
reality. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  the  remainder  of  the  time  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
shall],  a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
service  on  the  Agricultural  Appropri¬ 
ations  Subcommittee  is  enjoyable  prin¬ 
cipally  because  it  gives  me  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  work  with  Members  whom  I 
am  proud  to  call  not  only  colleagues,  but 
friends.  We  have  our  differences  of 


opinion  but  never  do  we  indulge  in  per¬ 
sonalities.  We  respect  each  other’s 
viewpoints  and  are  all  interested  in  the 
work  we  are  doing. 

We  have  in  Jamie  Whitten  an  able 
and  alert  chairman.  His  wide  knowl¬ 
edge  of  law  and  money  matters  con¬ 
tinues  to  amaze  me.  He  combines  this 
with  a  practical  balance  that  makes  him 
one  of  the  best-informed  men  on  agri¬ 
culture  in  the  country  today. 

Anyone  who  knows  William  Natcher 
admires  him  for  his  courteous  and  gen¬ 
tlemanly  manner  in  the  committee  room 
and  on  the  floor  of  the  House.  His 
interest  in  agriculture  grows  from  a  deep 
understanding  of  its  importance  in 
American  life. 

This  year  we  welcomed  a  new  mem¬ 
ber  to  our  subcommittee,  Alfred  Santan- 
gelo.  I  have  often  said  that  the  agri¬ 
cultural  bill  should  be  called  the 
consumers’  bill.  Our  colleague  from 
New  York  is  making  a  real  contribution 
and  has  demonstrated  his  desire  to  work 
on  a  subcommittee  on  which  hard  work 
is  valued.  It  is  heartening  to  have  a 
representative  of  a  city  district  talk  in 
terms  of  food  and  people.  It  has  been  a 
pleasure  to  work  with  him  and  we  hope 
that  he  will  continue  to  serve  with  us. 

On  the  minority  side  is  a  friend  of 
many  years’  standing,  Carl  Andersen,  a 
true  friend  of  farmers.  He  is  a  tireless 
worker  for  the  best  interests  of  farm 
people. 

Another  good  friend  and  an  able  and 
industrious  member  of  the  subcommittee 
is  Walt  Horan.  His  sense  of  fairness 
and  earnest  desire  to  do  the  right  thing 
is  always  evident. 

Charles  Vursell,  another  fine  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee,  is  a  kindly  man 
who  sincerely  wants  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  make  a  good  record. 

All  of  us,  of  course,  are  hopeful  that 
the  situation  in  which  agriculture  finds 
itself  today  will  improve.  It  is  our  hope 
that  the  work  we  have  done  on  this  bill 
will  be  a  constructive  contribution  to¬ 
ward  achievement  of  that  goal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  considering  the 
appropriation  for  what  is  probably  the 
most  important  single  industry  in  the 
United  States.  A  few  simple  illustrations 
will  show  this. 

Agriculture  produces  nearly  two-thirds 
of  all  the  raw  materials  in  this  country. 
Farmers  use  more  crude  petroleum  than 
any  other  industry.  Fanners  use — or 
have  used  in  recent  years — as  much  steel 
as  goes  into  the  production  of  passenger 
cars.  Our  rural  areas  consume  some  25 
billion  killowatt  hours  of  electric  power, 
due  primarily  to  the  success  of  the  rural 
electrification  program. 

FARM  dollar  multiplies 

We  have  had  testimony  that  the  farm 
dollar  is  multiplied  5  to  7  times.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  had  figures  a 
few  years  ago  showing  that  more  than  a 
third  of  the  employed  workers  in  our 
country  had  jobs  because  of  agriculture 
and  the  industries  which  rest  upon  farm¬ 
ing. 

In  1954  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  pub¬ 
lished  a  special  study  entitled  “Raw  Ma¬ 
terials  in  the  United  States  Economy: 
1900-1952.”  It  shows  that  agriculture  in 
1952  supplied  65  percent  of  the  raw  mate¬ 


rials  used  in  the  United  States.  It  shows 
that  this  percentage  figure  has  remained 
high  over  a  period  of  more  than  half  a 
century.  I  am  sure  you  will  be  interested 
in  a  few  highlights  from  this  study, 
shown  in  the  following  table : 


Table  1. — Percentage  distribution  of  produc¬ 
tion  of  raw  products  in  the  United  States 


1952 

1930-39 

1920-29 

1900- 

1909 

Foods . 

52.3 

57.5 

64.1 

64.3 

Nonfoods  produced  by 

agriculture _ _ 

12.6 

11.9 

13.1 

15.4 

Total  agriculture _ 

64.9 

69.4 

67.2 

69.  6 

Mineral  fuels  (coal,  oil, 

gas) . . 

20.4 

17.2 

16.9 

10.  1 

All  other  minerals _ 

8.4 

6.7 

6.3 

6.  5 

Forest  products _ 

6.5 

0.6 

8.8 

13.7 

Fishery  and  wildlife  prod- 

ucts _ _ 

.7 

1.0 

.8 

1. 1 

Source:  Washington  Farm  Letter,  Mar.  1,  1957. 


The  Members  of  this  body  can  take 
considerable  pride  in  knowing  that  they 
have  had  a  part  in  making  it  possible 
for  the  agriculture  of  our  Nation  to  de¬ 
velop  to  the  productive  peak  it  repre¬ 
sents  today.  - 

COMMITTEE  HAS  BEEN  GENEROUS 

It  is  the  function  of  your  Committee 
on  Appropriations  to  examine  the  financ¬ 
ing  of  this  great  industry,  and  to  see 
that  its  needs  are  met  adequately.  This 
we  have  done,  and  done  generously — 
even  sometimes  over  the  objections  of 
those  who  are  responsible  for  adminis¬ 
tering  programs  for  the  farmer  and  the 
Nation. 

It  can  also  be  said,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  this  committee  and  this  body  can 
and  has  exerted  a  measure  of  influence 
upon  those  whose  duty  it  is  to  see  that 
the  interests  of  agriculture  are  properly 
cared  for.  Unfortunately,  this  influence 
has  been  limited.  Once  the  committee 
has  recommended  certain  appropriations 
and  certain  steps  in  the  handling  of 
them,  and  once  the  Congress  has  ap¬ 
proved  funds,  it  is  then  up  to  the  per¬ 
sons  in  charge  of  programs  to  carry 
them  out  in  the  wisest  way  they  know 
how.  We  in  this  body  can  only  advise. 

ADVICE  GOES  UNACCEPTED 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  apparent  that 
much  of  our  advice  has  not  been  ac¬ 
cepted.  It  is  often  difficult  to  influence 
a  stubborn  man  whose  mind  is  set  upon  a 
course.  This  is  evidenced  by  what  has 
happened  to  the  farmer  in  relation  to 
other  important  major  groups. 

In  the  5  years  since  1952  national  in¬ 
come  has  increased  more  than  one-fifth. 
Disposable  personal  income,  which  is  the 
amount  available  for  spending,  has  in¬ 
creased  more  than  one-fourth.  Corpo¬ 
rate  profits  after  taxes  have  gone  up 
more  than  30  percent.  Average  weekly 
earnings  of  production  workers  in  1957 
were  a  fifth  greater  than  in  1952. 

Table  2. — National  income  up  23  percent 1 

Income 

Year:  ( billions ) 

1952  _  $290. 2 

1953  _  302.  1 

1954  _  299.  0 

1955  _  324.  1 

1956  _  343.  6 

1957  _  358.  0 

Increase,  23.3  percent. 

Increase  since  1952,  23.3  percent. 

’Source:  Department  o t  Commerce. 
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Table  3. — Disposal  personal  income  up 
26.6  percent 1 

Income 

Year:  ( billions ) 

1952  _ $237.  4 

1953  _  250.2 

1954  _  254.5 

1955  - -  270.2 

1956  - - - - -  287.2 

1957  _  300.  6 

Increase,  26.6  percent. 

1  Source :  Department  of  Commerce. 

Table  4. — Corporate  profits  after  taxes — up 
24  percent 1 


[In  billions  of  dollars] 


Year 

Before  taxes 

After  taxes 

1952 . . . 

$35.9 

37.0 

33.5 

42.5 
43.0 
41.0 

$16.1 

16.7 

16.0 

21.0 

21.0 

20.0 

1953 . 

1954 . . 

1955 . . 

1956  . 

1957 . 

5.1 

3.9 

1  Preliminary  estimate  by  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers. 

Source:  Department  of  Commerce. 


Table  5. — Average  week  earnings  of  produc¬ 
tion  workers  1 


All  manu- 

Year :  facturing 

1952  _ _ _ _ _ $67.97 

1953  . —  71.69 

1954  _  71.86 

1955  _  76.  52 

1956  _  79.  99 

1957  _  82.  39 


Increase,  $14.42. 

1  Source :  Department  of  Labor. 

During  this  period  the  population  of 
our  country  has  shot  up  by  more  than 
14  million  persons.  It  has  increased  at 
an  average  rate  of  2.6  million  persons  a 
year,  and  the  increase  is  continuing 
steadily. 

farmers  ought  to  be  doing  well,  but — 

The  amount  of  food  eaten  per  person 
also  has  increased.  Our  agricultural 
exports,  aided  by  appropriations  from 
the  Congress,  have  increased  88  percent 
since  1952.  All  this  should  indicate  that 
agriculture  is  in  a  very  favorable  posi¬ 
tion.  But  as  all  of  you  know,  such  is  not 
the  case.  While  other  major  groups  in 
the  country  have — until  recent  months — 
generally  prospered,  the  farmer  has  been 
the  victim  of  a  vicious  price  and  income 
squeeze. 

Table  6. — More  mouths  to  feed 


U.  S. 

Year:  population 1 

1952  - - -  157,  028,  000 

1953  - 159,636,000 

1954  -  162,417,000 

1955  -  165,270,000 

1956  - - -  168,  174,  000 

1957  - - -  171,  229,  000 


Increase,  14,201,000. 

1  Source :  Department  of  Commerce,  Bureau 
of  Census. 

Table  7. — Afore  food  per  person — index  of 
food  consumption  per  capita  (1947—49=. 
100)i 


Year: 

1952  -  100 

1953  -  101 

1954  . ioi 

1955  -  102 

1956  - 103 

1957  - 102 


Increase,  2  percent. 

1  Source :  Hearings,  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  appropriation  bill,  1959,  pt.  I,  p.  64. 


Table  v  8. — Exports  higher — value  of  farm 
exports  at  1952-54  prices  1 
Year:  Millions 

1952  _  $2, 491 

1953  _ i _  2,472 

1954  _  2,  644 

1955  _ _ _  3,  100 

1956  _  4,  717 

Increase,  88  percent. 

1  Source :  Hearings,  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  appropriations  bill,  1959,  pt.  n,  p.  924. 
Table  9, — Farm  costs  up;  farm  income 
down 1 

[In  billions  of  dollars] 


Year 

Gross 

farm 

income 

Production 

expenses 

Realized 
net  farm 
income 

1952 . 

$36.  7 

$22.5 

$14.3 

1953 . 

35.1 

21.2 

13.9 

1954 . . . . 

33.7 

21.5 

12.2 

1955 . . 

33.2 

21.6 

41.6 

1956 . 

34.4 

22.3 

12. 1 

1957 . . . 

34.4 

22.9 

11.5 

Change . 

-2.3 

+.4 

-2.8 

1  Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  1959,  pt,  I,  p.  55. 


Mr.  Chairman,  February  11,  1958, 
marked  the  5th  anniversary  of  the  de¬ 
livery  of  the  first  speech,  after  taking  of¬ 
fice,  made  by  our  present  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  This  is  the  famous  “St. 
Paul  Speech”  made  in  my  home  State. 

It  is  a  speech  which  shocked  many 
people  at  that  time.  It  shocked  them 
because  it  launched  the  agricultural  arm 
of  our  United  States  Government  upon 
a  course  which  has  led  agriculture  to  its 
present  state. 

A  RUINOUS  POLICY^  IS  BORN 

In  this  speech  was  enunciated  for  the 
first  time  a  policy  of  breaking  down  the 
existing  programs  of  the  farmer  with¬ 
out  adequate  provision  for  replacement. 
It  was  a  policy — whether  accomplished 
by  intent  or  through  ignorance  of  the 
consequences  makes  little  difference 
now— which  caused  the  farm  price 
structure  to  crumble. 

This  was  done  in  the  name  of  free¬ 
dom  for  the  farmer;  in  the  name  of  ec¬ 
onomy  of  operation;  in  the  name  of 
greater  efficiency  of  administration.  It 
was  done  under  the  banner  of  a  moral 
crusade  to  raise  the  sights  of  agriculture 
above  the  dollar  sign. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  may  serve  a  useful 
purpose  to  use  this  speech  as  a  text  in 
today’s  discussion.  I  am  now  reading 
from  the  speech  made  by  the  Secretary, 
as  he  put  his  hands  to  the  plow  for  the 
improvement  of  agriculture,  5  years  ago: 

It  seems  that  man  must  get  his  feet  into 
the  soil —  ' 

The  Secretary  said  then — 
to  keep  sane.  In  any  event,  no  other  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  population  knows  so  well  that 
‘‘as  ye  sow,  so  shall  ye  reap.” 

There  is  no  easy  road  to  the  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  turning  America  back  from  an  era 
of  imbalanced  budgets,  of  free  spending,  of 
inflation,  of  taxation  that  had  reached  con¬ 
fiscatory  levels,  of  giveaway  Government 
programs  that  were  steadily  and  surely  un¬ 
dermining  the  moral  and  spiritual  values  of 
our  people.  But  such  a  program  is  in  keep¬ 
ing  with  the  thrift  and  wise  financial  man¬ 
agement  that  is  so  characteristic  of  the 
people  of  rural  America.  •  ♦  * 

The  United  States  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  acted  without  delay.  We  had 
already  effected  a  regrouping  of  agencies  for 
more  effective  administration.  February  5th 
our  staff  and  agency  heads  met  to  start  im¬ 
mediately  a  complete  review  of  all  programs 
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and  budgets.  We  have  a  splendid  staff  in 
charge,  and  they  are  ready  to  give  strong 
leadership  in  seeing  that  agriculture  does 
its  share  in  accomplishing  a  balanced 
budget. 

It  will  be  our  effort  to  give  even  more 
prompt  and  efficient  service  to  you  and  the 
agricultural  interests  of  the  Nation — and  at 
less  cost.  We  believe  it  can  be  done. 

As  we  move  forward,  advisory  groups  and 
committees  will  be  used  to  bring  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  the  best  judgments 
of  farmers,  farm  organizations,  and  indus¬ 
trial  leadership. 

Our  agricultural  policy  should  aim  to  ob¬ 
tain  in  the  market  place  full  parity  prices  of 
farm  products  and  parity'  incomes  for  farm 
people  so  that  farmers  will  have  freedom 
to  operate  efficiently  and  to  adjust:  their 
production  to  changing  consumer  demands 
in  an  expanding  economy.  This  objective 
cannot  be  assured  by  Government  programs 
alone.  It  can  be  achieved  only  with  a  steady 
level  of  prices,  high  employment  and  pro¬ 
duction,  and  rising  output  per  worker  in 
our  total  national  economy. 

The  most  important  method  of  promoting 
the  long-time  welfare  of  farm  people  and 
the  Nation  is  the  support  of  adequate  pro¬ 
grams  of  research  and  education  in  the  pro¬ 
duction,  processing,  marketing,  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  farm  products,  and  in  problems  of 
rural  living. 

The  development  of  modern  agriculture 
which  has  made  possible  these  great  achieve¬ 
ments  has  placed  the  family  farm  in  a  vul¬ 
nerable  economic  position  because  farm 
prices  and  income  rise  and  fall  more  rapidly 
than  farm  costs.  Hence,  the  guarding  of 
farm  levels  of  living  requires  a  program  of 
storage  and  price  supports  to  help  to  assure 
stability  of  income. 

Price  supports  should  provide  insurance 
against  disaster  to  the  farm-producing  plant 
and  help  to  stabilize  national  food  supplies. 
But  price  supports  which  tend  to  prevent 
production  shifts  toward  a  balanced  supply 
in  terms  of  demand,  and  which  encourage 
uneconomic  production  and  result  in  con¬ 
tinuing  heavy  surpluses  and  subsidies,  should 
be  avoided. 

The  principles  of  economic  freedom  are 
applicable  to  farm  problems.  We  seek  a 
minimum  of  restrictions  on  farm  production 
and  marketing  to  permit  the  maximum  of 
dependence  on  free-market  prices  as  the  best 
guides  to  production  and  consumption. 

Farmers  should  not  be  placed  in  a  position 
of  working  for  Government  bounty,  rather 
than  producing  for  a  free  market. 

In  the  administration  of  this  Department, 
the  guiding  purpose  will  be  to  strengthen  the 
individual  integrity,  freedom,  and  the  very 
moral  fiber  of  each  citizen. 

God  help  us  to  raise  our  sights  beyond 
the  dollar  sign,  beyond  material  things. 
May  we  have  the  courage  to  stand  up  and  be 
counted,  to  stand  for  principle,  for  those 
noble  concepts  and  ideals  which  guided  the 
Founding  Fathers  in  establishment  of  this 
great  land.  Thank  God  for  the  promises 
that  have  been  made  regarding  the  future  of 
America.  I  hope  and  pray  we  will  merit  and 
realize  the  fulfillment  of  these  promises. 

That  is  the  end  of  the  quotation  from 
the  Secretary’s  speech  in  St.  Paul.  I 
fear  it  is  not  the  end  of  the  policies  out¬ 
lined  at  that  time.  If  there  is  one  qual¬ 
ity  in  the  Secretary  that  stands  out 
above  others  it  is  that  of  consistency. 
Mr.  Benson  meant  what  he  said  5  years 
ago.  He  still  means  it. 

SECRETARY’S  SPEECHES  COST  MONEY 

Since  that  day  the  Secretary  has  de¬ 
livered  more  than  186  speeches — a  little 
over  3  a  month.  Testimony  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  taken  by  our 
committee  shows  that  between  January 
1953,  and  September  1,  1957,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  made  186  speeches.  All  but  19  of 
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these  were  distributed  by  the  Office  of 
Information,  the  distribution  ranging 
from  400  to  6,700  per  speech.  Distribu¬ 
tion  costs  were  estimated  by  the  Office  of 
Information  at  $41,178.86,  or  $8,235.77  a 
year  for  the  period  of  4  years,  8  months. 
Average  cost  was  $246.58  per  speech. 
This  includes  all  costs,  except  postage. 
This  information  is  presented  by  the 
Department  beginning  on  ~page  196  of 
our  hearings. 

BENSON  ADDS  17,000  EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  interesting  to  note 
some  of  the  things  that  have  happened 
since  the  Secretary  made  his  first  speech 
in  relation  to  the  content  of  the  speech 
itself.  Mr.  Benson  said  5  years  ago,  and 
I  again  quote: 

We  had  already  effected  a  regrouping  of 
agencies  for  more  effective  administration. 

Our  committee  hearings  show  that 
since  that  time  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture  staff  has  increased  by  more  than 
17,00  persons.  No  doubt  the  increase 
was  justified.  If  the  need  on  the  part  of 
farmers  for  assistance  in  checking  fall¬ 
ing  income  is  any  criterion,  there  can  be 
no  question  about  it.  We  can  only  wish, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  addition  of  em¬ 
ployees  had  been  more  effective.  The 
following  table,  taken  from  figures  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
on  page  12  of  our  hearings,  shows  the 
increase  in  personnel : 


Table  10. — 17,000  more  V.  S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  employees 


Fiscal  year 

Average  annual  positions  i 

Permanent 

Other 

Total 

1953-54 . 

63, 348 

10, 342 

63, 690 

1954-55 . 

63,489 

11,006 

64,  494 

1955-56 . 

86,  729 

12,  978 

69,  707 

1956-57 . 

60,  727 

13,  736 

74,  463 

1957-58 . 

66,  260 

14,  032 

80,888 

i  Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  1959,  pt.  X,  p.  12. 

BENSON  NAMES  65  ADVISORY  GROUPS 


Again,  quoting  from  the  Secretary’s 
maiden  speech,  Mr.  Chairman,  he  said: 

As  we  move  forward,  advisory  groups  and 
committees  will  be  used  to  bring  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  the  best  Judgments  of 
farmers,  farm  organizations,  and  industrial 
leadership. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  Secretary 
has  failed  to  live  up  to  this  commitment. 
On  page  872  of  our  hearings  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  submitted  the  fol¬ 
lowing  information: 

Public  advisory  committees  of  major  impor¬ 
tance  number  65.  This  figure  includes  the 
National  Agricultural  Advisory  Commission, 
which  reviews  USDA  policies  and  program 
administration  in  consultation  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture. 

The  Department  representative  fur¬ 
ther  stated  that  members  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Advisory  Commission  receive 
travel  expenses  and  per  diem,  amounting 
last  year  to  “substantially  $10,942.” 

CONGRESS  GENEROUS  ON  RESEARCH 

Returning  to  the  Secretary’s  initial 
speech,  he  said,  and  I  quote: 

The  most  important  method  of  promoting 
long-time  welfare  of  farm  people  and  the 
Nation  is  the  support  of  adequate  programs 
of  research  and  education  in  the  production, 
processing,  marketing,  and  utilization  of 
farm  products,  and  in  problems  of  rural 
living. 


Mr.  Chairman,  the  Congress  has  been 
generous  in  its  support  of  these  pro¬ 
grams,  as  the  records  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  show.  Our  report  shows 
that  the  research  funds  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Research  Service  have  increased  by 
more  than  77  percent  since  1952.  Ap¬ 
propriations  for  State  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  have  increased  over  140  percent 
during  the  same  period.  Payments  to 
the  States  for  Federal-State  extension 
service  have  increased  nearly  80  percent 
since  1952. 


Table  11. — Farm  output  up:  prices  down ; 
costs  higher;  income  lower  1 


Year 

Farm 

output 

(1947-49= 

100) 

Prices 
received 
(1910-14  = 
100) 

Prices 

paid 

(1910-14  = 
100) 

Net  farm 
incorao 
(1962= 
100) 

1962 . 

107 

288 

287 

100.0 

1953. . 

108 

258 

279 

97.  4 

1954 . 

108 

249 

281 

86.  5 

1955 . 

112 

236 

281 

81.2 

1956 . 

113 

235 

285 

84.0 

1957 . 

113 

242 

290 

80.9 

Change  (per¬ 
cent) . 

+5.6 

-16 

+3.1 

-19.1 

1  Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  Appro¬ 
priations  Bill,  1959,  pt.  1,  p.  54. 


FULL  PARITY,  PROMISES  RENSON 

Five  years  ago  Mr.  Benson  told  the 
farmers  in  my  State,  and  again  I  quote: 

Our  agricultural  policy  should  aim  to  ob¬ 
tain  bi  the  marketplace  full  parity  prices 
of  farm  products  and  parity  incomes  for 
farm  people,  so  that  farmers  will  have  free¬ 
dom  to  operate  efficiently  and  to  adjust  their 
production  to  changing  consumer  demands 
in  an  expanding  economy  »  *  *  We  seek  a 
minimum  of  restrictions  on  farm  production 
and  marketing  to  permit  the  maximum  of 
dependence  on  free  market  prices  as  the 
best  guides  to  production  and  consumption. 
prices  down;  production  up 

Mr.  Chairman,  instead  of  getting  par¬ 
ity,  the  records  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  show  that  prices  have  gone 
steadily  down.  They  have  averaged  82 
percent  of  parity  for  each  of  the  last  2 
years.  Instead  of  an  adjustment  in  pro¬ 
duction  there  has  been  an  increase  in 
production.  Instead  of  income  remain¬ 
ing  at  parity,  the  income  which  the 
farmer  must  live  on — what  he  has  left 
after  paying  expenses — has  declined 
more  than  19  percent. 

Continuing  with  the  policy  speech  of 
the  Secretary  to  which  he  has  consist¬ 
ently  adhered,  I  again  quote: 

The  development  of  modern  agriculture, 
which  has  made  possible  these  great  achieve¬ 
ments,  has  placed  the  family  farm  in  a  vul¬ 
nerable  economic  position  because  farm 
prices  and  income  rise  and  fall  more  rap¬ 
idly  than  farm  costs. 


FOUR  MILLION  LEAVE  FARM 

Mr.  Chairman,  never  was  a  truer 
statement  made.  Since  Mr.  Benson  took 
charge  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
nearly  4  million  persons  have  left  the 
farm.  We  have  over  half  a  million  fewer 
farms  today  than  we  did  in  1952.  Even 
with  nearly  4  million  fewer  persons  on 
farms,  the  income  per  person  from  agri¬ 
culture  has  declined,  while  the  income 
from  sources  in  the  cities  and  towns  has 
increased. 


Table  12. — Fewer  farmers;  fewer  farms;  but 
no  increase  in  income 


Year 

Farm 
popula¬ 
tion  1 

Number 

of 

farms  1 

Income  per  person 
on  farms 

Kamings 
from  agri¬ 
culture 

Earnings 
off  the 
farm 

Thou- 

Thou- 

sands 

sands 

1952. . 

24,283 

5,  421 

$702 

$251 

1953 . 

22,679 

6,308 

f>06 

266 

1954. . . 

21,890 

5,201 

600 

205 

1955 . 

22, 158 

5,087 

614 

284 

1956 . 

22,257 

4,964 

601 

301 

1957 . 

20,396 

4,857 

684 

309 

1  Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  1959,  pt.  1,  p.  55. 

Note.— In  1948  and  in  1951  the  per  c.apita  earnings 
from  agriculture  exceeded  the  1952  figure— in  1948,  earn¬ 
ings  from  agriculture  were  $701;  in  1951,  $745.  Had  the 
3,887,000  farmers  who  have  left  the  farm  shared  in  the 
earnings  from  agriculture  last  year,  the  per  capita  income 
from  this  source  would  have  been  $525  per  person,  rather 
than  $684. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Secretary  Benson 
started  telling  us  5  years  ago  that  farm 
price  supports  should  come  down  in  or¬ 
der  to  prevent  the  building  up  of  addi¬ 
tional  surpluses.  In  his  St.  Paul  speech 
he  said,  and  I  quote: 

Price  supports  which  tend  to  prevent  pro¬ 
duction  shifts  toward  a  balanced  supply  In 
terms  of  demand  and  which  encourage  un¬ 
economic  production  and  result  in  continu¬ 
ing  heavy  surpluses  and  subsidies  should  be 
avoided. 

PRICE  CUTS  DON’T  CUT  SURPLUS 

The  implication  of  this  statement  is 
that  if  farm  price  supports  were  lower, 
the  farmer’s  products  would  move  more 
freely  into  market  channels,  and  sur¬ 
pluses  would  disappear.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture’s  own  records  show 
that  this  is  not  the  case. 

Prices  of  most  farm  commodities  have 
been  going  down  ever  since  the  present 
Secretary  came  into  office.  Mr.  Benson 
has  lowered  price  support  levels  as  fast 
as  he  could.  The  Department  figures 
submitted  at  our  hearings  show  that  in 
many  instances  the  lower  the  price  went 
the  more  the  farmer  produced  in  order 
to  make  up  the  loss. 


Table  13. — Reducing  price  support  does  not  get  rid  of  surpluses  1 


Crop 

1953 

1957 

Increase 

Support 

level 

Support, 

price 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Support 

level 

Support 

price 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Com . bushel.. 

Barley . do - 

Oats . do - 

Rye _ do - 

Grain  sorghum _ _ do.... 

Soybeans . do - 

Percent  of 
parity 

90 

85 

85 

85 

86 
90 

Dollars 

1.60 

1.24 

.80 

1.43 

1.36 

2.56 

Thousands 
3,  209, 896 
246,723 
1, 163,  205 
18,  894 
118, 719 
269,  169 
121,  761,  000 

Percent  of 
parity 

77 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

Dollars 

1.40 

.95 

.61 

1.18 

1.04 

2.09 

Thousands 
3,  332,  635 
430.  737 
1, 337,  790 
26,440 
626,528 
491,421 
127,  6C8J,  000 

Thousands 
122, 639 
184,014 
184,  586 
7,  646 
410,809 
222,  252 
6,  839,  000 

Manufactured  milk. .100  pounds.. 
Buttcrfat . pound.. 

90 

90 

3.  74 
•  673 

82 

79 

3.25 

.586 

i  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appropriations  bill,  1959,  pt.  3,  pp.  1690-169L. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  again  our  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  started  lecturing  to  us  5 
years  ago  about  agricultural  subsidies. 
He  has  been  talking  about  getting  out  of 
the  subsidy  business  ever  since.  In  his 
first  policy  speech  he  said,  and  I  again 
quote : 

Farmers  should  not  be  placed  In  a  position 
of  working  for  Government  bounty  rather 
than  producing  for  a  free  market. 

GOVERNMENT  PAYMENTS  UP 

Again,  I  would  like  to  refer  to  the 
record  of  subsidy  payments  filed  with 
your  subcommittee  on  page  65,  part  1,  of 
our  hearings.  The  Department  figures 
show  that  last  year  farmers  received 
more  than  $1  billion  in  Government  pay¬ 
ments.  This  is  a  record  amount.  For 
every  $10  net  realized  by  farmers  last 
year,  $1  was  received  in  the  form  of  a 
Government  payment.  Without  these 
payments,  the  farmer  would  be  in  a 
worse  situation  today  than  he  is. 

Table  14. — Government  payments  to  farmers 
[Millions  of  dollars]  Total 
Year:  payments 

'  1939 . ,763 

1946  - 772 

1947  - - - - -  314 

1948  _  257 

1949.. . _ 185 

1950  - 283 

1951  _ _ 286 

1952  . . . - .  275 

1953. _ 213 

1954..  . 257 

1955  . . 1 _  229 

1956  _ _ _ _ -  554 

1957  1 _ 1,016 

1  Preliminary. 

Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  appropriations  bill,  1959,  pt.  1,  p.  65. 

In  the  present  fiscal  year  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  is  spending  nearly 
half  as  much  as  the  net  realized  by  farm¬ 
ers  from  the  sale  of  their  crops. 

MORE  BENSON  SPENDS,  LESS  FARMERS  GET 

There  appears  to  be  a  connection  be¬ 
tween  the  amount  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  spends  and  the  amount  of 
net  income  farmers  receive.  The  more 
Mr.  Benson  spends,  the  less  farmers  get. 

The  cost  of  running  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  increased  82.6  percent 
since  the  Secretary’s  first  full  year  in 
office.  The  realized  net  income  of  farm¬ 
ers  during  this  same  period  has  declined 
17  percent. 


Table  15. — Benson’s  spending  in  a  year  now 
equals  nearly  half  a  year’s  net  realised  farm 
income 1 


Fiscal  year 

USDA 

expendi¬ 

tures 

(millions) 

Calen¬ 

dar 

year 

Realized 
net  farm 
income 
(millions) 

Percent 
spending 
of  farm 
income 

1953-54 . 

$2,  915 

1953 

$13, 880 

21 

19.54-55 . 

4,636 

1954 

12,190 

38 

1955-56 . . 

5,177 

1955 

11,581 

44.7 

1956-57 . . 

5,006 

1956 

12, 070 

41.5 

1957-58 . 

5,327 

1957 

11,  532 

46.2 

Total.... 

23, 061 

61,253 

>37.6 

1  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appropriations 
bill,  1959,  pt.  I,  p.  54,  and  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

1  Average. 


Mr.  Chairman,  any  comment  concern¬ 
ing  the  Secretary’s  reference  in  his 
maiden  policy  speech  to  Paul’s  letter  to 
the  Galatians,  in  which  Paul  said, 
“Whatsoever  a  man  soweth,  that  shall 
he  also  reap,”  I  leave  to  my  colleagues 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

SHARE  OF  FOOD  DOLLAR  DOWN 

It  is  unfortunate  that  the  consumer 
has  been  unable  to  benefit  from  the  mis¬ 
fortune  of  agriculture,  Mr.  Chairman. 
As  the  price  of  farm  products  has  gone 
down,  so  also  has  the  farmer’s  share  of 
the  retail  food  dollar  gone  down — from 
47  cents  in  1952  to  40  cents  last  year. 
The  marketing  margin  has  increased  by 
the  same  amount. 

Table  16. — The  retail  food  dollar:  farmer’s 
share  down;  marketing  margin  up 


[In  cents] 


Year 

Farmer’s 

share 

Market¬ 
ing  share 

1952. . 

47 

53 

1953 . . 

44 

56 

1954. . . 

43 

57 

59 

1955. . 

41 

1956 . 

40 

60 

1957 . . . . 

40 

60 

Chalige _ _ _ 

-7 

+7 

Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  1959,  pt.  1,  p.  72. 


RETAIL  PRICES  AT  NEW  HIGH 

The  housewife  today  receives  little 
satisfaction  from  the  fact  that  the  farm¬ 
er  is  getting  a  smaller  portion  of  her 
food  dollar.  Retail  food  prices  for  the 
last  year  were  at  an  alltime  high.  The 
index  of  retail  food  prices  for  last  year 
averaged  115.4  percent  of  the  1947  to 
1949  average.  This  was  higher  even 
than  during  the  peak  of  the  war  period. 
Table  17. — Retail  food  prices  an  alltime 


high 

Retail  food  prices 

Year:  (1947-49  =  100) 

1929  _  65.  6 

1930  _  62.  4 

1931  . 51.4 

1932  _ I _  42.  8 

1933  _  41.6 

1934  _  46.  4 

1935  -  49.  7 

1936  - . -  50.  1 

1937. _ 52.  1 

1938  - 48.  4 

1939  _  47.  1 

1940  _  47.  8 

1941  -  52.2 

1942  -  61.3 

1943  - L _  68.  3 

1944  _  67.  4 

1945  _  68.  9 

1946  _  79.  0 

1947  _  95.  9 

1948. . 104.1 

1949  -  100.0 

1950  _ 101.2 

1951  - 112.6 

1952  - 114.  6 

1953  -  112.8 

1954  -  112.  6 

1955  _ HO.  9 

1956  . . . —  H1.7 

1957  -  115.4 


Source:  Hearings.  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  appropriations  bill,  1959,  pt.  I,  p.  71. 


April  1 

Table  18. — The  cost  of  bread 


[In  cents] 


Year 

9 

Retail 

price 

of 

bread 

Cost 

of 

flour 

Farm 

value 

of 

wheat 

1952  . 

16.0 

3.5 

2.6 

1953 . . . 

16.4 

3.6 

2.5 

1954. . 

17.1 

3.9 

2.7 

1955  .  _  _ 

17.5 

3.9 

2.7 

1956 . 

17.9 

3.7 

2.6 

1957. . 

Increase  . 

18.8 

2.8 

3.7 

'  .2 

2.6 

None 

Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  1959,  pt.  3,  p.  1222. 


Table  19. — The  cost  of  milk 


[Cents  per  quart] 


Year 

Retail 

price 

Marketing 

margin 

Farm 

value 

1952 . . 

23.2 

11.3 

11.9 

1953 . . . 

22.8 

11.7 

11.1 

1954 . 

22.4 

12.0 

10.4 

1955 . 

22.5 

12.3 

10.2 

1956 . 

23.3 

12.7 

10.6 

1957 . . . 

24.2 

13.3 

10.9 

Change _ 

+1.0 

+2.0 

-1.0 

Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  1959,  pt.  3,  pp.  1224-1225. 


Table  20. — Cost  of  work  shirts 


Year 

Retail  cost 

Marketing 

margin 

Farm 

value 

1952 . 

$1.60 

$1.33 

$0.27 

.24 

1953 . : . 

1.56 

1.32 

1954 . 

1.53 

1.  29 

.24 

1955 . . 

1.51 

1.27 

.24 

1956 . 

1.62 

1.38 

.24 

1957  1-_ . 

1.67 

1.44 

.23 

Change  _ 

+.07 

+.11 

-.04 

1  Preliminary. 

Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  1959,  pt.  3,  p.  1235. 


Table  21. — Leading  food  company  profits 


[Dollars  in  millions] 


Profits  as  a  percentage 
of  sales 

Totals  for  59 
companies 

Year 

46  proc- 

5  whole- 

Prof- 

essing 

sale  dis- 

8  retail 

Total 

Taxes 

its 

com- 

trib- 

chains 

prof- 

after 

panies 

utors 

its 

taxes 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

1952 _ 

3.4 

1.6 

1.9 

$671 

$361 

$310 

1953 _ 

4.0 

2.0 

2.1 

797 

428 

369 

1954 _ 

3.8 

1.9- 

2.0 

781 

402 

379 

1955 _ 

4.3 

1.7 

2.0 

896 

449 

447 

1956 _ 

4.3 

1.9 

2.3 

969 

479 

490 

Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  1959,  pt  3,  p.  1209. 


The  housewife  should  know  that  while 
the  retail  price  of  bread  has  gone  up  an 
average  of  nearly  3  cents  a  loaf  since 
1952,  the  farmer  received  no  more  for 
the  wheat  that  went  into  the  bread. 

The  housewife  should  know  that  while 
the  retail  price  of  milk  has  increased  on 
the  average  by  a  cent  a  quart  since  1952, 
the  farm  price  of  milk  has  decreased  by 
the  same  amount. 

SHIRTS  UP - COTTON  DOWN 

The  worker  should  know  that  while 
the  retail  price  of  a  work  shirt  has  gone 
up  by  7  cents,  the  farm  value  of  the  cotton 
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that  went  into  the  shirt  has  gone  down 
4  cents. 

It  is  the  middleman,  not  the  farmer, 
that  has  been  getting  the  increase  in 
retail  prices.  These  facts  are  all  pre¬ 
sented  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  in  our  hearings,  pages  1209  of  part 
3,  pages  1222,  1224,  1225,  and  1935. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  for  me  to  say 
whether  the  moral  fiber  of  our  farmers 
has  been  toughened  by  their  latest  grap¬ 
ple  with  declining  farm  prices  and  in¬ 
comes. 

It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  effects 
of  the  Benson  policies,  as  first  an¬ 
nounced  in  his  St.  Paul  speech  and  ad¬ 
hered  to  still  today,  are  reflected  in  the 
recession  with  which  we  are  having  to 
cope  at  the  present  time.  Now  the 
worker  and  the  small-business  man  have 
joined  the  fanner  on  the  economic  slide. 
The  farmer  has  company,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  but  that  is  not  the  answer  he  de¬ 
sired. 

EFFECT  ON  MACHINERY  INDUSTRY 

More  than  5  million  persons  are  un¬ 
employed.  Still  others  are  working  only 
part  time.  Business  has  been  hurt.  The 
effect  of  the  decline  in  farm  income  is 
illustrated  by  a  story  in  the  March  26 
issue  of  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  The 
story  told  how  the  rural  market  has  fal¬ 
len  off  for  new  tractors  and  other  farm 
machinery,  and  how  farmers  were  shop¬ 
ping  around  for  cheaper,  used  mer¬ 
chandise. 

Economical  Farmers — As  Income  Lags,  Many 

Shun  New  Machines  but  Scramble  for 

Used  Units 

(By  Arlen  J.  Large) 

Archbold.  Ohio. — The  hottest  market  for 
second-hand  farm  machinery  in  more  than 
8  years  is  hringing  new  trouble  for  com¬ 
panies  that  sell  new  equipment. 

A  J.  I.  Case  dealer  in  Coopersville,  Mich., 
describes  it  this  way :  t 

“From  what  I’ve  seen,  I'd  say  30  percent 
of  the  boys  who  were  planning  to  buy  new 
machinery  this  year  will  take  used  stuff  in¬ 
stead.  Right  now,  I  can  sell  four  used 
tractors  for  every  new  one.” 

The  strong  demand  for  used  machines 
may  also  portend  a  disappointing  rural  mar¬ 
ket  for  shiny  new  automobiles,  electric  ap¬ 
pliances,  and  scores  of  other  products.  Like 
many  recession-pinched  city  dwellers  today, 
farmers  in  growing  numbers  appear  to  be 
shopping  around  for  cheaper,  used  merchan¬ 
dise.  * 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  Subcommittee  on 
Agricultural  Appropriations  has  made 
many  constructive  suggestions  to  Secre¬ 
tary  Benson.  Some  that  he  has  put  into 
effect  have  been  beneficial.  Other  rec¬ 
ommendations  he  has  seen  fit  to  ignore, 
even  though  our  committee  feels  the 
facts  substantiate  the  recommendations. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  data  presented 
to  us  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
bear  out  the  committee  views — particu¬ 
larly  as  they  relate  to  operations  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

SHOULD  STUDY  OWN  RECORDS 

With  that  in  mind,  I  would  like  to  rec¬ 
ommend  to  the  top  officials  of  the  De¬ 
partment  that  they  evaluate  the  infor¬ 
mation  which  exists  in  the  files  of  their 
study  records.  Those  of  us  on  the  farm 
who  have  reason  to  study  our  own  prob¬ 
lems  go  to  our  State  experiment  stations 
and  State  extension  services,  and  to  other 


branches  of  our  department  of  agricul¬ 
ture  for  information.  There  are  plenty 
of  guideposts  which  point  out  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  ad¬ 
ministration  are  in  trouble  with  their 
farm  programs.  It  is  surprising  that  the 
top  officials  of  the  Department  do  not  use 
the  information  they  have  in  their  own 
files  to  cope  with  these  problems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  desire  to  be  as 
constructive  as  I  can  be  to  help  solve 
the  difficult  problems  of  the  farmer.  I 
have  worked  out  a  proposal  which  I  feel 
can  help,  and  I  wish  to  present  it  at  this 
time.  . 

Present  farm  programs  and  policies 
have  placed  American  agriculture  in  an 
imbalance  in  relation  to  other  forces  in 
the  economy.  They  are  inadequate  be¬ 
cause  they  fail  to  meet  the  central  fact 
of  modern  agriculture;  enormous  ca¬ 
pacity  to  produce  due  to  modern  farm 
technology.  Furthermore,  present  pro¬ 
grams  are  not  gearqd  to  the  revolu¬ 
tionary  changes  in  food  distribution  and 
merchandising. 

NATION  SUFFERS  WITH  AGRICULTURE 

Farm  programs  are  not  only  partly  ad¬ 
justed  to  the  changed  position  of  the 
United  States  in  world  affairs,  and  to 
world  trade  so  vastly  different  from  even 
20  years  ago  that  most  of  it  amounts  to 
state  rather  than  private  trading.  Con¬ 
tinuation  of  this  situation  will  ultimately 
force  the  American  farm  family  into  a 
tightly  regulated  and  regimented  system 
of  agriculture  or  into  peonage.  The  con¬ 
sequences  of  this  are  suffered  not  only 
by  those  who  till  the  soil  but  by  the  en¬ 
tire  Nation.  When  farmers  are  forced 
by  poverty  to  destroy  their  soil  resources, 
the  entire  Nation  is  impoverished  and 
future  generations  suffer  the  conse¬ 
quence. 

Because  agriculture  has  failed  to  ad¬ 
just  to  these  changed  conditions,  farmers 
are  in  the  jaws  of  an  impoverished  cost- 
price  squeeze.  Unless  relieved  by  ade¬ 
quate  and  realistic  measures  that  are 
geared  not  only  to  the  present  but  made 
adaptable  to  changes  yet  to  come,  the 
family  farm  is  doomed. 

NEED  A  MIDDLE  COURSE  FOR  SURVIVAL 

The  social  pattern  of  agriculture 
from  which  has  come  America’s  strength 
will  be  destroyed  within  1  or  2  \gen- 
erations  unless  present  alarming  trends 
are  arrested.  It  is  our  hope  that  we  will 
seek  a  middle  course  which  will  prevent 
either  the  regimentation  or  the  collapse 
of  American  agriculture  and  which  will 
promote  agriculture  as  a  way  of  life  for 
the  families  who  work  the  land. 

It  is  our  hope  that  these  policies  will 
be  adopted  which  will  make  it  possible 
for  the  farm  family  to  survive  on  the 
land  under  a  system  of  free  enterprise 
in  which  its  high  degree  of  ability  and 
efficiency  will  continue  to  be  an  asset  to 
the  Nation  and  the  world. 

NEED  BOLD,  NEW  CONCEPT 

Times  call  for  something  more  than 
temporary  relief  measures.  Thinking 
must  be  in  bold,  new,  realistic  terms, 
unshackled  by  old  habits  of  thought. 
Old  programs  should  be  reexamined  in 
light  of  new  situations  and  the  best 
proven  parts  incorporated  in  a  new  pro¬ 
gram. 


In  designing  farm  legislation,  do  we 
begin  with  the  farmer  or  with  the  con¬ 
sumer?  Either  would  be  proper  since 
the  goals  ought  to  be  identical  and  we 
know  that  the  problems  remain  the  same. 

Agriculture  should  first  be  viewed  in 
the  terms  of  the  entire  national  economy 
and  especially  in  relation  to  other  major 
segments  such  as  labor,  business  and 
industry. 

SIMILAR  TO  LABOR  50  YEARS  AGO 

Agriculture  today  is  in  much  the  same 
position  that  labor  was  50  years  ago  and 
as  business  and  industry  were  a  century 
ago  before  businessmen  took  full  advan¬ 
tage  of  corporate  law. 

Such  labor  as  was  organized  at  the 
turn  of  the  century  was  divided  into 
many  craft  unions.  They  had  feeble 
bargaining  power  somewhat  comparable 
to  that  of  farm  commodity  organizations 
today.  It  took  labor  30  years  and  a  de¬ 
pression  to  obtain  enabling  legislation 
through  the  Wagner  Act  to  get  real  bar¬ 
gaining  power. 

SPEEDUP  IN  AGRICULTURE 

Among  the  similarities  between  labor 
years  ago  and  agriculture  now  is  labor’s 
long  struggle  against  piece-rate  pay. 
That  was  an  employer  device  to  get  more 
for  less  through  the  speedup.  The  same 
is  illustrated  today  in  the  case  of  the 
much-publicized  California  cotton  farm¬ 
er  who  boasted  how  much  cotton  he  could 
raise  at  a  low  rate  per  pound,  thereby 
demonstrating — so  he  and  the  press 
said — that  fanners  can  produce  cheaply 
and  do  not  need  support  programs. 

BUSINESS  HAS  PROTECTION 

Big  business  and  industry  were  accus¬ 
tomed  to  taking  great  risks  in  the  old 
days  of  free  competition.  It  is  almost 
inconceivable  that  our  modern  giant 
firms  with  their  huge  aggregations  of 
capital  could  have  developed  on  the  old 
time  partnership  contracts.  Business¬ 
men  got  from  Government  a  long  time 
ago — so  long  ago  that  most  have  for¬ 
gotten — the  legal  privilege  of  organizing 
corporations  in  which  risk  is  limited  to 
stock  ownership,  and  the  right  to  com¬ 
bine  companies  into  giant  concerns  with 
immense  bargaining  power  in  buying 
and  in  rationing  the  market.  All  this 
within  the  antitrust  laws. 

DEPRESSION  PROGRAMS  INADEQUATE  TODAY 

Unlike  business  and  labor,  agriculture 
did  not  obtain  from  Government 
enabling  legislation  to  permit  similar 
use  of  bargaining  power  except  for  co¬ 
operative  selling  and  buying.  In  its 
desperation  after  long  years  of  semi¬ 
poverty,  agriculture  had  bestowed  upon 
it  in  time  of  great  depression  a  group  of 
farm  programs  that  saved  the  day — but 
which  have  proven  to  be  inadequate  for 
the  tomorrows. 

But  unlike  business  and  labor  pro¬ 
grams,  farm  programs  were  and  are 
Government  programs — Government  fi¬ 
nanced  and  Government-operated  ex¬ 
cept  to  the  extent  that  farmer  commit¬ 
tees  participated  in  a  limited  way.  It 
is  these  programs  that  have  broken 
down.  Labor  and  business  got  enabling 
legislation  to  achieve  bargaining  power 
and  to  use  it  for  profit.  Agriculture  got 
direct  aid,  which  is  not  only  inadequate 
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to  meet  present  and  future  challenges 
but  is  threatened  by  constant  clamoring 
for  reductions  in  expenditures. 

MARKETS  FIRST  NEED 

The  problems  of  agriculture  are  na¬ 
tional  problems  and  their  solution  is  in 
the  national  interest.  Since  it  is  con¬ 
ceded  that  the  means  of  abundant  pro¬ 
duction  do  exist,  one  of  the  first  con¬ 
cerns  should  be  markets  for  this  pro¬ 
duction.  Those  who  make  use  of  this 
production  have  a  vital  interest  in  the 
availability  of  foodstuffs,  and  no  pro¬ 
gram  can  be  successful  unless  it  ^con- 
siders  the  consumer.  Any  program 
must  provide  safeguards  to  assure  an 
adequate  supply  of  food. 

Consumers  will  support  our  program 
when  they  realize  that  their  interests 
have  been  considered  and  protected  and 
that  farm  families  are  entitled  to  the 
same  protections  afforded  under  the  law 
to  other  groups  in  our  Nation.  Small 
business  will  be  protected  as  farmers  will 
not  need  to  look  outside  of  their  com¬ 
munity  for  those  things  used  in  the 
operation  of  their  farms. 

AGRICULTURE  NEEDS  BARGAINING  POWER 

Agriculture  must  have  enabling  legis¬ 
lation  to  get  needed  bargaining  power. 
It  should  not  ask  Congress,  except  as 
stopgap  relief,  for  any  greater  privilege 
than  was  long  ago  legally  given  to  busi¬ 
ness,  labor,  and  industry. 

Agriculture  should  be  given  legal  au¬ 
thority  to  create  the  tools  and  mecha¬ 
nisms  to  assure  farm  families  of  the 
same  benefits  now  enjoyed  by  business 
and  labor.  These  tools  should  be  used 
by  farmers  through  elected  farmer  com¬ 
mittees.  Programs  should  be  genuine 
farmer-operated  programs,  not  Govern¬ 
ment  programs  nor  make-believe  farmer 
programs. 

FIRST  NEED  ENABLING  LEGISLATION 

Government  should  help  first  through 
enabling  legislation  and  then  by  fur¬ 
nishing  technical  help  and  guidance.  It 
might  also  help,  especially  in  the  early 
stages  in  order  to  give  farmers  assur¬ 
ance  and  confidence,  to  underwrite 
prices  and/or  income.  This  would  be 
relatively  inexpensive  if  the  programs 
are  reasonably  effective;  if  not,  they 
should  be  abandoned  or  revised. 

Such  a  program,  a  farm-gate  regula¬ 
tion  of  marketing,  is  practical  if  farm¬ 
ers  are  ready  to  accept  the  responsi¬ 
bility  and  the  individual  and  collective 
self-discipline  required  to  regulate  their 
marketings  and  curb  present  wasteful 
production.  The  feasibility  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  depends  on  farmer  acceptance, 
commodity  by  commodity. 

There  is  much  evidence  that  farmers 
are  prepared  for  drastic  measures. 
They  are  probably  more  willing  to  ac¬ 
cept  tight  controls,  provided  the  re¬ 
wards  are  commensurate  with  the  sac¬ 
rifices,  than  are  most  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

LET  FARMERS  DECIDE 

The  programs  to  be  outlined  proposed 
to  put  the  matter  up  to  farmers  to  de¬ 
cide  through  referendums.  Let  Con¬ 
gress  provide  the  enabling  legislation, 
then  leave  it  to  farmers  to  use  it,  decline 
to  use  it,  or  wait  before  trying  it. 


Acceptance  would  depend  not  only 
on  the  basic  soundness  of  the  program 
but  upon  how  it  is  presented  to  farm 
families.  A  good  educational  program 
would  be  required,  conducted  by  people 
who  believe  in  farmers  and  their  need  for 
a  program. 

The  basic  assumptions  in  the  proposed 
program  are: 

First.  Production  and  marketings 
based  on  national  need,  including  do¬ 
mestic  and  export  requirements  at 
prices  fair  to  consumers  and  profitable 
to  farmers. 

Second.  Administered  farm  prices  set 
yearly  by  a  national  farm  board  made  up 
of  farmers  with  consumer  representa¬ 
tion.  Farm  costs  and  parity  would  be 
used  as  a  guide,  as  would  also  employ¬ 
ment  levels  and  consumer  incomes.  This 
would  include  marketing  quotas  suffi¬ 
cient  for  domestic  and  export  use.  There 
is  precedent  for  this  procedure  as  the 
most  profitable  industries  and  the  best 
organized  labor  unions  operate  by  admin¬ 
istered  prices  and  wages. 

Third.  Production  and  marketing  quo- 
.  tas  based  on  bushels,  pounds  and  bales — 
not  acres.  Among  other  things  this 
would  make  it  possible  for  the  farm 
family  to  hold  down  its  annual  cash  out¬ 
lay  and  reduce  their  risk  since  it  would 
not  be  necessary  to  overcrop  the  land  as 
has  been  the  experience  with  acreage  al¬ 
lotments.  Farmers  would  be  permitted 
to  carry  over  any  excess  production  to 
the  next  marketing  year  and  apply  it  to 
that  year’s  marketing  quota.  The  same 
would  be  true  if  he  underproduced  as  he 
would  be  permitted  to  add  the  amount 
he  did  not  produce  to  his  next  year’s 
marketing  quota. 

Fourth.  Write  off  CCC  stocks  as 
bought  and  paid  for  and  convert  them 
into  a  national  stockpile  to  be  disposed 
of  only  under  specific  circumstances  as 
outlined  by  Congress.  Do  not  permit 
them  to  any  longer  depress  current  farm 
prices. 

Fifth.  Decide  what  is  the  national 
need  in  exports  and  what  farmers  can 
sell  in  export  without  subsidy  programs. 
Any  excess  above  that  farmers  can  sell 
in  export  without  subsidy  programs  and 
which  is  needed  in  furtherance  of  United 
States  foreign  policy  should  be  charged 
to  the  general  public  and  paid  for  out  of 
the  Treasury.  Had  there  been  no  sur¬ 
pluses,  the  United  States  would  have 
sought  increased  production  in  order  to 
meet  its  obligations  as  a  leader  in  a  hun¬ 
gry  world.  Farmers  should  no  more  be 
asked  to  produce  at  cut  rates  for  food 
nnd  fiber  as  a  part  of  our  national  de¬ 
fense  program  than  should  manufac¬ 
turers  of  airplanes  and  missiles. 

Sixth.  In  developing  a  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  program,  decide  what  is  in  the 
farmer’s  immediate  monetary  interest 
and  what  is  required  by  the  people  as  a 
whole  who  need  land  conserved  for  fu¬ 
ture  food.  The  proposed  program  will 
necessarily  result  in  more  good,  tillable, 
idle  land  than  the  United  States  has  ever 
had.  Someone  must  take  care  of  it  and 
not  let  it  run  down.  In  the  national  in¬ 
terest  its  fertility  should  be  increased. 
That  someone  must  be  the  man  on  the 
land.  But  who  should  bear  the  cost? 
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Obviously  some  of  the  expense  should  be 
borne  by  the  present  generation  of 
farmers  and  their  heirs.  Even  if  they 
don’t  use  it,  the  value  of  their  farms 
will  decrease  if  the  land  deteriorates. 
However,  a  large  part  of  the  expense  of 
soil  conservation  for  posterity  should  be 
borne  by  the  general  public  through 
taxes.  To  survive  as  operators  of  fam¬ 
ily-type  fai-ms,  farmers  must  become  as 
self-disciplined  as  labor  union  members 
and  as  realistic  as  big  business.  The 
proposals  we  have  discussed  have  that 
effective  and  realistic  approach. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Representing  a  metro¬ 
politan  area,  the  question  in  my  mind 
arises,  why  do  those  figures  differ  so 
much  from  the  figures  just  released  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
Department  of  Labor?  Where  does  the 
gentleman  get  his  figures?  I  am  open- 
minded  about  this  matter. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  am  glad  the  gen¬ 
tleman  raised  that  point,  because  I  had 
intended  to  make  that  clear  in  my  re¬ 
marks.  All  of  the  figures  that  I  shall  put 
in  the  Record  come  from  four  sources: 
The  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor,  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

That  is  where  we  get  our  figures. 
These  figures  I  am  discussing  come  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  They 
are  in  the  record  of  our  hearings.  They 
were  discussed  in  the  record  of  our 
hearings. 

Mr.  FULTON.  As  of  what  date  are 
those  figures? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  They  were  the 
latest  available  figures  which  were  pre¬ 
sented  to  us  this  year  in  the  hearings. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  There  are  two  ques¬ 
tions  that  come  to  mind  at  the  moment. 
If  it  is  true,  as  the  gentleman  says,  that 
farm  income  is  down  and  consumer 
prices  are  up,  the  question  is:  Why? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  There  are  several 
reasons  for  that.  I  think  one  of  the 
biggest  reasons  is  also  the  information 
which  we  receive  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  That  is  shown  on  this 
table  which  I  am  putting  in  the  Record. 
It  shows  the  profits  of  the  leading  food 
companies.  They  took  59  companies 
and  determined  what  the  profits  were 
after  taxes.  In  1952,  there  were  $310 
million  profits  in  these  59  companies  af¬ 
ter  taxes.  In  1956,  which  is  the  last 
year  that  they  have  the  figures  avail¬ 
able,  that  showed  $490  million  after 
taxes.  That  is  one  thing  that  comes 
into  this  particular  figure.  There  are 
other  things  that  come  into  this  figure. 
Also,  it  is  because  we  have  a  change  of 
consumers  demand.  They  want  some  of 
these  in-built  services.  I  mean  by  that 
the  consumers  want  their  meals  put  up 
in  prepared  form  so  that  they  may  be 
heated  and  served  and  ready  to  eat.  It 
is  also  a  matter  of  increasing  transpor¬ 
tation  costs. 
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Mr.  ARENDS.  Could  it  be  summed 
up  by  saying  that  the  cost  of  processing 
.  and  of  labor  are  the  real  reasons  for  the 
increased  costs  to  the  consumers? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  think  that  all 
through  this  thing  you  will  find  reasons 
for  the  increase.  But,  what  I  do  feel  is 
that  out  of  a  number  of  these  things 
we  seem  to  be,  so  far  as  agriculture  is 
concerned,  going  in  two  different  direc¬ 
tions.  I  mean  by  that  to  say  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  repeatedly 
made  the  statement  that  by  increasing 
the  volume  of  production  he  can  make 
up  for  the  decreasing  prices.  He  does 
have  control  under  his  responsibility  as 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  the  means 
whereby  he  can  do  something  about  agri¬ 
culture.  But  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  no  means  under  his  control,  or 
at  least  he  has  very  little  to  do  with  the 
policing  of  industry  or  labor  or  any  other 
segment  of  the  society.  I  am  prompted 
to  say,  yesterday  we  passed  out  of  our 
Committee  on  Appropriations  a  bill 
which  provided  for  advances  for  indus¬ 
tries  which  are  in  trouble,  and  labor 
which  is  in  trouble,  and  where  there  is 
more  unemployment — what  happens? 
We  here  in  the  Congress  accepted  the 
recommendations  of  the  administration 
and  we  decide  right  away  that  we  are 
going  to  do  something  about  that  be¬ 
cause  the  problem  is  critical.  We  have 
unemployment,  a  lack  of  demand  for 
industrial  goods.  We  do  something 
about  it.  But,  when  it  comes  to  agri¬ 
culture  we  seem  to  be  going  in  a  differ¬ 
ent  direction  in  that  regard.  There  are 
a  number  of  things  that  could  be  done 
along  this  line  regarding  agriculture 
which  would,  in  my  opinion,  help  to  pull 
this  farm  economy  up. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  What  I  want  to  say  to 
the  gentleman  is  not  intended  to  be 
critical,  but  I  think  it  should  have  been 
shown  that  54  percent  of  the  farmers’ 
income  is  derived  from  livestock  and 
under  the  free  economy  livestock  pro¬ 
duction  is  without  any  controls  or  sup¬ 
ports  today.  In  all  fairness  that  we  may 
have  a  complete  picture,  that  factor 
ought  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
any  discussion  of  this  whole  problem. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  However,  I  would 
remind  the  gentleman  that  on  this  chart 
we  have  here  the  principal  feeds  that 
are  fed  to  livestock,  I  happened  to  be 
raised  by  a  father  who  was  a  livestock 
feeder  and  who  was  very  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  farming,  and  I  always  remem¬ 
ber  one  adage  that  he  pointed  out  to 
me  and  that  is  that,  “Cheap  feed  will  be 
followed  by  cheap  livestock.”  And  while 
that  may  not  be  entirely  correct,  it 
usually  is. 

[Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN  addressed 
the  Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

All  time  has  expired. 

The  Clerk  will  read  the  bill  for  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
considered  as  read  and  open  for  amend¬ 
ment  and  points  of  order. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississipi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
points  of  order?  If  not,  the  Chair  will 
receive  amendments.  Are  there  any 
amendments? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  so  for  the  purpose 
of  making  good  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Knox]  my  promise  that 
he  would  have  an  additional  minute  or 
two,  which  I  was  unable  to  give  him 
during  general  debate.  I  yield  at  this 
time  to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Knox]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
cannot  yield  time  unless  he  desires  to 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  am  not 
yielding  the  floor,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  LMr. 
Knox]. 

Mr.  KNOX.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  direct  a  question  to  th§  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl 
Andersen]  or  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  [Mr.  Whitten].  The  report 
shows  that  the  bill  includes  $15  million 
for  the  eradication  of  brucellosis.  In  the 
past  year,  if  my  memory  serves  me  right, 
there  was  $20  million  appropriated  for 
the  eradication  of  brucellosis.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  That  is 
correct.  I  may  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  was  an  authorization  upon  the 
Comnlodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  KNOX.  I  fully  understand  the 
medium  in  which  the  funds  were  made 
available.  Fifteen  million  dollars  is  the 
appropriation  in  this  bill.  Is  it  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  committee  that  this  program 
is  so  far  advanced  and  near  completion 
that  it  is  justifiable  to  reduce  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  eradication  of  brucel¬ 
losis,  which  is  a  dread  disease,  and  which 
is  the  cause  of  undulant  fever,  as  far  as 
humans  are  concerned. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  may 
say  to  the  gentleman  the  subcommittee 
is  just  as  much  interested  as  is  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan  in  seeing  to  it 
that  this  dread  disease  is  thoroughly 
cleaned  up.  We  have  provided  the  full 
amount  requested  by  the  Department. 
If  it  is  proven  that  more  money  is  needed 
early  next  spring  to  continue  this  work, 
on  my  own  behalf  I  am  willing  to  sup¬ 
port  a  supplemental  to  take  care  of 
whatever  is  necessary. 

Mr.  KNOX.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  if 
the  program  is  not  near  completion,  the 
reduced  appropriation  will  stymie  the 
program  of  the  eradication  of  brucel¬ 
losis? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KNOX.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  that  the 
committee  has  gone  along  with  the  full 
budget  amount  of  $15  million,  the  de¬ 
partment  having  said  that  $15  million 
would  be  ample  to  meet  rate  of  progress 
required. 

We  were  advised  in  our  consideration 
that  the  Legislative  Committee  on  Agri¬ 


culture  was  considering  legislation  which 
would  let  them  finance  this  program 
through  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
as  they  have  during  the  past  year.  We 
made  he  comment  in  the  report  that 
should  any  necessity  be  shown  for  an 
increased  amount  that  we  trusted  they 
would  use  such  authority  for  use  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  funds  only  to 
the  point  they  might  need  them  over  the 
$15  million  There  was  no  proof  to  us 
that  the  $15  million  would  not  be  enough. 

Mr.  KNOX.  Has  the  gentleman  any 
figures  to  show  how  many  States  are  ac¬ 
credited  as  far  as  the  eradication  of 
brucellosis  is  concerned? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  knows  the  full  story.  Four  years 
ago  the  subcommittee  insisted  that  this 
program  be  set  up  after  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  had  recommended  its  elim¬ 
ination.  But  where  the  Department 
says  that  this  $15  million  will  be  enough 
to  proceed  expeditiously  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  all  we  could  do  was  to  rely  on  their 
showing. 

Mr.  KNOX.  One  other  question,  and 
that  is  with  reference  to  the  military 
fluid  milk  program  for  the  Armed  Forces. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  explain 
again  that  the  fluid  milk  program  and 
the  use  of  milk  for  indigent  people  and 
others  and  its  use  in  the  schools  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  separate  action.  All  we 
can  do  in  this  subcommittee  is  to  restore 
the  impaired  capital  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  and  that  is  what  we 
have  done;  we  have  restored  the  funds 
heretofore  expended.  I  trust  the  pro¬ 
grams  will  be  continued. 

Mr.  KNOX.  I  am  satisfied  that  there 
is  no  deletion  so  far  as  the  fluid  milk 
program  is  concerned  in  any  aspect  that 
relates  to  the  basic  legislation.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  the  information. 

Mrs.  KNUTSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mrs.  Knutson: 
Page  15,  line  17,  strike  out  “$100,000,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:, 
“$145,000,000.” 

(Mrs.  KNUTSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mrs.  KNUTSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  offer  an  amendment  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  appropriations 
bill,  H.  R.  11767.  On  page  15,  line  17. 
I  propose  to  strike  out  $100  million  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  $145  million. 

This  increase  of  $45  million  will  in¬ 
crease  the  appropriation  authorized  for 
the  school  lunch  program  in  fiscal  year 
1959  to  double  that  authorized  for  fiscal 
years  1957  and  1958. 

The  subcommittee  is  to  be  commended 
for  increasing  last  year’s  appropriation 
of  $100  million  through  the  transferring 
of  $55  million  from  the  funds  available 
under  section  32.  This  addition  of  funds 
is  greatly  needed  for  the  purchase  and 
distribution  of  additional  agricultural 
commodities  and  food  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act.  I  heartily  support  the  action  of  the 
subcommittee  in  the  transfer  of  section 
32  funds. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


5362 

In  1947,  the  Federal  average  cash  re¬ 
imbursement  per  meal  was  9  cents.  Cur¬ 
rently,  however,  in  1958,  the  Federal 
average  cash  reimbursement  is  esti¬ 
mated  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  be  4.3  cents.  Based  on  the  $100  mil¬ 
lion  which  the  Budget  Bureau  recom¬ 
mended  for  fiscal  1959,  the  average 
Federal  cash  reimbursement  would  drop 
to  under  4  cents  per  meal  next  year. 
With  the  additions  expected  in  school 
enrollments,  we  must  begin  now  to  en¬ 
large  the  dollar  appropriations  for  the 
school  hot  lunch  program.  It  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  increase  this  appropriation  just 
to  stand  still  at  the  present  rate  of  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  hot  lunch  program, 
when  consideration  is  given  to  the  ex¬ 
pected  increase  in  school  enrollments. 

A  good  case  can  be  made  for  increas¬ 
ing  the  dollar  appropriations  for  the 
school-lunch  program,  considering  the 
fact  that  considerably  less  than  half  of 
the  public  and  nonpublic  elementary 
and  secondary  schools  are  beneficiaries 
of  the  program.  Moreover,  only  11.4 
million  schoolchildren  in  these  schools 
out  of  a  total  number  approaching  40 
million  for  the  Nation,  are  participating 
in  the  school-lunch  program — less  than 
one-third. 

To  strengthen  the  case  for  additional 
appropriations  under  my  amendment  is 
the  breakdown  of  the  grand  total  spent 
for  the  school  lunch  program  in  fiscal 
1957  between,  first,  cost  to  schoolchil¬ 
dren;  second,  Federal  grant-in-aid  con¬ 
tributions;  and  third.  State  and  local 
contributions ; 

Millions 


Schoolchildren  (and  their  parents) 

spent _ _ $418.  2 

Federal  grant-in-aid  amounted  to___  100.0 

State  and  local  contributions  were _ 155.  3 


Total . .  673.  5 


Of  the  grand  total,  $673.5  million,  the 
Federal  Government  contributed  only 
15  percent;  schoolchildren  and  their 
parents  contributed  62  percent  and 
State  and  local  sources  contributed  33 
percent. 

Local  costs  of  the  hot-lunch  program 
amount  to  a  substantial  part  of  the  total 
effort  as  these  percentages  indicate. 
This  is  indication  also  that  the  Federal 
funds  channeled  into  the  Federal  hot 
lunch  program  stimulate  proportionate¬ 
ly  greater  expenditures  at  the  State  and 
local  level. 

Our  children  are  our  greatest  national 
resource.  We  cannot  afford  economy 
that  neglects  their  full  physical  and 
mental  development.  Midday  hot 
lunches  provide  one-third  of  the  daily 
food  requirements  at  the  peak  period  of 
their  activity.  For  this  reason,  midday 
intake  of  food  is  important  to  the  learn¬ 
ing  process. 

Increasing  the  appropriation  for  the 
school  lunch  program  will  stimulate  the 
economy  all  the  way  from  the  farm  to 
school  lunchroom  tables. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  invite  support  from 
the  subcommittee  and  the  Members  for 
the  increase  of  $45  million  in  dollar  ap¬ 
propriations  which  my  amendment  pro¬ 
vides  to  increase  the  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  to  the  school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  speak  on  the  amendment  offered  by 


the  gentlewoman  from  Minnesota  [Mrs. 
Knutson]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  enjoy  my  service  on 
this  subcommittee  and  have  enjoyed 
serving  as  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee.  One  of  the  things  that  goes  with 
such  responsibility  is  sometimes  having 
to  stand  by  the  committee  position,  even 
if  your  feelings  are  otherwise. 

We  are  all  great  believers  in  the  school 
lunch  program.  This  subcommittee  has 
worked  untiringly  in  an  effort  to  insist 
that  the  Department  use  section  32 
funds  to  maintain  the  level  of  the  school 
lunch  program.  It  was  this  committee 
that  year  before  last  increased  the  budg¬ 
et  by  some  $15  million.  And  the  com¬ 
mittee  increased  it  again  last  year. 
This  year,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
availability  of  commodities  has  dropped 
way  down,  we  have  provided  for  a  $55 
million  increase  by  transfer  from  section 
32  funds.  We  are  trying  to  see  both 
ends  of  this  problem.  We  have  made 
the  change  by  turning  funds  from  sec¬ 
tion  32  to  section  6  of  the  school  lunch 
program,  which  will  result  in  a  $55  mil¬ 
lion  increase  in  commodities  that  are 
available. 

I  do  not  believe  we  yield  to  anybody 
in  our  interest  in  this  program.  The 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Sant- 
angelo]  has  been  particularly  interest¬ 
ed  and  helpful  in  handling  the  matter 
this  year.  And  I  do  believe  the  pro¬ 
gram  will  come  along  better  under  the 
committee’s  proposal.  That  is  the 
agreement  between  all  parties. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  think  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  to  be  commended  for  transferring 
the  $55  million,  but  is  this  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Certainly  the  intent 
of  the  committee  is  that  the  funds  must 
be  used  to  purchase  commodities.  Sec¬ 
tion  6  proper  has  certain  criteria  by 
which  purchases  are  made  to  make  up  a 
well-rounded  school  lunch.  In  transfer¬ 
ring  these  funds  from  section  32  we  felt 
obligated  to  direct  that  they  be  han¬ 
dled  on  a  general  basis  but  not  as  re¬ 
strictive  as  section  32.  In  other  words, 
they  must  be  used  insofar  as  possible 
consistent  with  section  32  purposes. 
Section  32  should  be  kept  in  mind  as  the 
funds  are  expended.  That  is  for  the 
additional  amount  of  $55  million. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  And  as  I  understand 
the  gentleman,  we  actually  have  $155 
million  that  the  committee  is  directing 
the  Secertary  of  Agriculture  to  use  for 
the  purpose  of  the  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  right.  And 
we  feel  that  that  is  as  far  as  we  could 
consistently  go.  And,  I  want  to  say 
again  that  the  gentle  lady  is  as  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  school-lunch  program  as 
anybody  in  the  Congress. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  wish  the  chairman 
would  explain  a  little  further  about 
these  instruction  to  use  section  32  funds 
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only  for  the  general  purpose  of  section 
32,  because  section  32  is  supposed  to  be 
spent  for  surplus  commodities. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  but  we  did  not  have  that  in 
mind.  Under  the  law,  unfortunately, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  deter¬ 
mines  whether  a  surplus  situation  exists. 
In  the  judgment  of  a  majority  of  the 
committee,  many  times  such  surpluses 
have  existed,  but  because  of  a  determi¬ 
nation  to  the  contrary  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  purchases  have  not  been  made. 
Under  the  committee’s  proposal,  those 
that  appear  to  be  closest  to  surplus  in 
the  minds  of  the  Department  would  have 
precedence  over  those  that  were  not  so 
determined. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Can  we  understand  that 
the  committee  is  not  binding  the  De¬ 
partment  to  simply  spend  this  money  to 
purchase  the  commodities  that  otherwise 
would  be  purchased  under  section  32? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  are  not  so  re¬ 
stricting  the  Department.  We  do  not 
want  it  limited  to  section  32,  which  re¬ 
quires  prior  determination  by  the  De¬ 
partment.  But  we  want  the  school- 
lunch  people  to  use  this  money  to  buy 
surpluses  where  they  are  not  bought 
under  section  32  because  of  lack  of 
action  under  that  program. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Would  the  chairman 
agree  to  this,  for  the  Record,  that  the 
provision  is  not  intended  to  confine  the 
expenditure  of  these  transferred  funds 
simply  to  surplus  commodities  but  that 
they  are  simply  to  be  given  preference 
in  purchasing  and  that  any  commodities 
needed  for  the  school  lunch  program 
could  be  purchased  out  of  these  trans¬ 
ferred  funds? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  Is 
correct 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  I  am  very  much  in 
favor  of  the  school  lunch  program  as  it 
has  been  projected  over  a  period  of  years. 
I  have  listened  with  interest  to  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentlewoman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  where  she  quoted  statistics  of 
the  children  enjoying  the  school  lunch 
program  in  relation  to  the  total  popula¬ 
tion.  Is  the  answer:  How  many  school 
districts  actually  want  the  school  lunch 
program,  and  how  many  students  are 
going  to  school  and  receiving  possibly 
better  hot  lunches  in  their  own  homes 
than  at  the  present  time  through  the 
schools?  Is  that  an  actual  portrayal 
of  the  program? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Well,  I  do  not  know 
that  I  could  say  it  is  an  actual  portrayal. 
But,  as  I  see  it  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  point  of  view,  the  school  lunch 
program  should  be  financed  partly  by 
local  contributions,  including  payments 
by  the  children,  which  could  be  used  and 
classified  as  matching  funds.  I  will  say 
that  this  program  has  greatly  expanded 
because  we  have  a  Federal  program. 
Because  the  investment  by  the  Federal 
Government  is  available,  it  has  served 
as  a  basis  on  ’tyhich  there  has  been  a 
great  expenditure  of  effort  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  school  lunches  by  the  PTA’s, 
the  States,  and  various  others  at  the 
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local  level.  May  I  say  again  that  the  fiscal  1959  budget  beginning  July  1  of 
committee  has  gone  along  on  a  sound  this  year.  But  if  you  are  going  to  re¬ 
basis,  and  I  trust  you  will  support  the  peat  these  deferrals  of  payment,  you  will 


committee. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  I  would  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  committee  for  its  work. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  WILLIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  ad¬ 
dress  myself  for  5  minutes  to  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  on  page  18  dealing  with 
the  Sugar  Act  program.  The  commit¬ 
tee  recommends  that  the  Sugar  Act 
budget  be  reduced  from  $76  million  to 
$71  million.  Now,  in  order  to  under¬ 
stand  the  significance  of  that  reduction 
of  $5  million,  we  should  consider  the 
basic  provisions  of  the  act  itself,  and 
after  doing  that  I  would  like  to  direct 
a  question  to  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee.  The  Sugar  Act,  as  those 
closely  connected  with  it  know,  involves, 
of  course,  acreage  control  and  compli¬ 
ance  with  other  conditions.  In  other 
words,  those  farmers  who  comply  with 
the  act  and  the  rules  and  regulations  of 
the  Department  receive  certain  sugar- 
payment  benefits.  In  effect,  therefore, 
the  Sugar  Act  constitutes  a  contract  be¬ 
tween  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
sugarcane  and  beet  sugar  farmers  who 
comply  with  the  act  and  the  regulations. 

Let  me  make  this  point  perfectly 
clear,  that  the  Sugar  Act  program  is 
not  only  self-sustaining  but  it  actually 
produces  more  money  than  the  cost  of 
its  administration.  This  is  true  because 
the  program  includes  a  processing  tax 
of  $10  per  ton.  The  consumption  esti¬ 
mate  of  sugar  in  the  United  States  for 
this  year,  1958,  is  8,800,000  tons.  There¬ 
fore,  a  tax  of  $10  per  ton  will  mean  that 
the  program  itself  brings  in  or  will 
bring  in  this  year  $88  million.  The 
budget  estimate  submitted  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  $76  million  as  against  a  re¬ 
turn  through  the  processing  tax  of  $88 
million  or  a  net  income  to  the  Treasury 
of  $12  million. 

Because  of  early  maturity  of  sugar¬ 
cane  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  can  get  by  with  postponing 
the  payment  of  sugar  benefits  in  any 
1  year  to  the  next  succeeding  fiscal 
year.  For  example,  the  sugarcane  har¬ 
vesting  is  going  on  right  now  in  Puerto 
Rico.  The  harvest  will  go  on  until  about 
May.  Therefore  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  can  well  afford  not  to  pay 
for  the  current  crop  until  the  funds  for 
the  next  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1, 
1958,  become  available.  But  that  is  not 
true  with  domestic  beet  and  sugarcane. 

And  so  the  committee,  in  the  last 
couple  of  years,  has  been  deferring  pay¬ 
ment,  which  up  to  now  has  been  a  book¬ 
keeping  affair,  but  we  have  now  caught 
up  with  the  facts  of  life.  That  is  the 
significance  of  the  last  sentence  at  the 
top  of  page  28  of  the  report  where  it 
says:  \ 

Also,  a  portion  of  the  Increase  Is  required 
to  make  payments  on  a  small  part  of  the 
1957  crop  which  could  not  be  made  from 
funds  available  for  1958. 

That  meant  that  last  year  the  com¬ 
mittee  took  into  consideration  that  the 
current  crop  now  being  harvested  in 
Puerto  Rico  would  be  paid  under  the 


get  caught  up  with,  and  there  will  be 
no  money  to  pay  domestic  farmers.  In 

1  fact  that  is  exactly  what  has  happened. 
Tfou  cannot  continue  deferrals.  Right 

now,  what  will  happen  under  this  $5 
million  reduction,  I  am  afraid,  is  that 
the  payments  to  the  domestic  beet  and 
cane  farmers  will  be  in  jeopardy. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisana  [Mr.  Willis] 
has  expired. 

(Mr.  WILLIS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  proceed  for  2  minutes 
additional. ) 

Mr.  WILLIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
quite  sure  that  the  committee  has  taken 
those  factors  into  consideration.  Never¬ 
theless  the  figures  I  have  just  related 
come  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  The  Department  is  quite  disturbed 
about  repetition  of  the  deferral,  which 
has  caught  up  with  us  right  now.  I  am 
wondering  what  the  disposition  of  the 
chairman  as  to  that  problem  is.  Let  me 
tell  the  chairman  that  we  sincerely  ap¬ 
preciate  the  work  of  his  committee. 
These  payments  must  be  made,  and  I 
know  the  committee  intends  to  make 
them,  but  what  are  we  going  to  do  now? 
We  have  come  up  to  the  saturation  point 
of  deferral.* 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  comes  back  again 
to  whether  or  not  the  estimates  the 
gentleman  has  quoted  are  accurate.  We 
have  learned  from  experience  that  the 
Department  cannot  always  estimate  do¬ 
mestic  consumption  and  other  factors. 
Taking  our  own  figures,  we  feel  that 
what  we  have  in  the  bill  is  ample  as  far 
as  we  can  see.  This  bill  will  go  to  the 
other  body,  and  in  the  meantime  if  the 
figures  get  more  accurate  we  will  take 
them  into  consideration  in  conference. 
The  committee  recognizes  that  this  ob¬ 
ligation  must  be  met,  and  has  every  in¬ 
tention  of  really  meeting  it.  We  did  it 
based  on  our  own  experience  that  the 
funds  are  adequate. 

Mr.  WILLIS.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  remarks,  and  rely  on  hi's  help  to 
work  this  problem  out  in  conference. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word,  in  order  to 
ask  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  1  or 

2  questions. 

On  page  22  of  the  committee  report 
with  respect  to  the  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram  it  is  stated  that  the  committee 
recommends  the  full  budget  estimate 
for  the  fiscal  year  1959,  a  continuation 
of  the  appropriation  authorized  for  the 
fiscal  years  1957  and  1958.  On  page  23 
it  is  stated: 

It  Is  significant  to  note  that  the  average 
cash  reimbursement  per  meal  from  Federal 
funds  has  decreased  from  nearly  9  cents  in 
1947  to  an  estimated  4.3  cents  in  1958. 

My  question  is  this:  Under  the  action 
of  your  committee  this  Federal  cash  con¬ 
tribution  per  meal  will  remain  at  4.3 
cents  or  less.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  correct.  We 
felt  that,  whether  or  not  we  gave  cash, 
it  might  be  better  for  the  committee  to 
enlarge  this  program  by  the  transfer  of 
section  32  funds,  $55  million  of  which 
are  transferred  in  the  bill.  Then  you 
serve  the  double  purpose  of  having  those 


funds  expended  for  the  general  purposes 
of  section  32,  and  also  for  the  school- 
lunch  program.  So  we  felt  that  we  were 
serving  the  double  purpose  of  taking 
care  of  the  purposes  of  section  32  and 
the  school  lunches.  With  more  com¬ 
modities,  you  would  not  need  cash  to  the 
same  degree.  So  it  is  on  that  basis  the 
committee  acted. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

By  reason  of  the  fact  of  an  inadequate 
cash  appropriation  for  the  school-lunch 
program  I  should  like  to  speak  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  amendment  of  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Minnesota  [Mrs.  Knutson] 
which  adds,  I  believe,  $45  million  to  the 
committee  action  for  this  cash  contri¬ 
bution.  As  I  understand  it,  a  require¬ 
ment  for  participation  in  the  Federal 
school-lunch  program  is  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  meal  conforming  to  standards 
specified  by  the  Federal  Government, 
and  these  donations  of  food  from  the 
section  32  or  other  surplus  disposal  pro¬ 
grams  do  not  often  meet  the  criteria  of 
that  meal,  which  means  that  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  the  Federal  Government  fails  to 
adequately  contribute  in  cash  the  local 
school  district  has  to  pick  up  that  cost 
out  of  its  own  funds.  In  most  areas  the 
only  tax  base  the  school,  district  has 
is  the  ad  valorem  real  or  personal  prop¬ 
erty  tax,  an  already  overburdened  tax. 
It  is  my  understanding  that  this  con¬ 
tribution  of  only  4.3  cents  per  meal  is 
causing  a  real  problem  in  California  and 
other  places. 

In  the  light  of  these  high  standards  for 
the  meals  required  for  eligibility  in  the 
Federal  program,  many  school  districts, 
including  some  I  believe  in  San  Diego, 
which  is  a  relatively  wealthy  area,  are 
dropping  participation  in  the  Federal 
program.  I  am  certain  that  the  same  sit¬ 
uation  exists  in  other  areas,  and  for  that 
reason  I  feel  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Minnesota  for  an  additional 
amount  of  money  for  this  program  is 
completely  justified.  As  I  have  indicated, 
earmarking  of  $55  million  of  section  32 
funds  to  be  added  to  an  inadequate  $100 
million  basic  appropriation  is  a  poor  an¬ 
swer  to  the  need  for  more  money.  The 
committee  itself  recognizes  this  fact  in 
its  statement  on  page  23  of  its  report. 
The  report  states  that  numerous  organi¬ 
zations  and  persons  requested  added  ap¬ 
propriations  with  suggestions  ranging 
from  $130  million  to  $200  million.  With 
reference  to  this  testimony  the  commit¬ 
tee  says,  “There  is  considerable  justifica¬ 
tion  for  these  proposals  in  view  of  the 
increasing  numbers  of  children  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  program  and  the  increased 
prices  of  food.” 

I  would  predict  that  this  program  will 
expire  or  be  severely  reduced  if  the  Fed¬ 
eral  cash  contribution  is  not  increased. 
This  would  be  tragic.  I  would  judge  that 
we  are  entering  a  period  of  increased 
Federal  spending  in  response  to  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  the  recession.  I  can  think  of  no 
program  which  more  rationally  deserves 
increased  expenditure  than  the  school- 
lunch  program.  If  people  are  unem¬ 
ployed  it  is  unquestionably  true  that 
their  children  probably  receive  inade¬ 
quate  diets  at  home.  The  school-lunch 
program  will  help  with  this  problem. 
There  is  much  concern  over  the  problem 
of  farm  income  occasioned  by  farm  sur- 
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pluses.  I  am  certain  that  the  votes  of 
many  Congressmen  and  Senators  for  the 
school-lunch  program  were  made  solely 
on  the  basis  of  assistance  to  farmers.  To 
these  people  I  say  that  increased  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  program  win  benefit 
farmers.  These  are  practical  arguments 
advanced  in  the  hope  of  getting  the  max¬ 
imum  support  for  the  amendment  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Minnesota;  however, 
this  amendment  should  not  have  to  de¬ 
pend  on  these  collateral  considerations. 
The  school-lunch  program  should  be 
adequate  in  scope  and  supported  by  Con¬ 
gress  solely  for  its  obvious  purpose  of 
providing  wholesome  diets  to  children 
who  would  not  otherwise  have  them. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  who  I  think  has  done 
an  excellent  piece  of  work  on  this  bill, 
to  explain  some  of  the  details.  Possibly 
some  of  us  who  have  not  followed  the 
detail  work  from  day  to  day  are  a  little 
hazy  on  some  points.  I  think  this  com¬ 
mittee,  as  always,  has  brought  in  a  very 
creditable  bill  and  one  of  which  the  en¬ 
tire  Congress  should  be  proud.  But,  of 
course,  I  am  sure  the  members  of  the 
subcommittee  as  well  as  the  Members  of 
the  House  will  find  that  there  are  items 
in  it  for  which  they  would  prefer  to  have 
provided  some  other  amount.  For  that 
reason,  and  not  by  way  of  criticism,  I 
would  like  to  consider  several  of  the 
items. 

One  is  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  Soil  Bank.  I  note  with  sat¬ 
isfaction  that  the  subcommittee  has  put 
an  effective  brake  on  an  acreage  reserve 
program  for  next  year  by  providing  that 
no  money  shall  be  expended  for  planning 
a  program  next  year.  This  is  as  I  think 
it  should  be.  I  think  we  would  have 
saved  much  trouble  had  we  abandoned 
the  acreage  reserve  program  last  year. 
But,  we  did  not  do  so.  Later,  it  became 
our  duty  to  provide  the  money  for  the 
program  we  had  authorized  and  that  was 
done  as  it  should  have  been.  But,  with 
the  abandonment  of  the  acreage  reserve 
program,  it  had  been  the  hope  of  many 
of  us  that  there  would  be  special  empha¬ 
sis  placed  upon  the  conservation  reserve. 
As  I  understand  it,  the  subcommittee 
has,  in  effect,  reduced  the  legislative 
authorization  for  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  by  $150  million.  Is  that  about  the 
effect  of  it? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  might 
say  to  the  gentleman  that  that  is  the 
case,  that  we  have  reduced  the  amount 
from  $450  million  for  the  announced 
program  of  the  crop  year,  1959,  down 
to  $300  million. 

Mr.  POAGE.  You  go  a  little  further 
than  that,  if  I  read  this  correctly.  You 
provide  that  in  the  future  it  should  not 
go  over  or  exceed  that  amount. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  No,  that  is 
not  the  case;  nor  is  it  the  intention  so 
far  as  I  nm  concerned. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  what  I  would 
like  to  know.  What  does  that  language 
mean  which  says  that  each  year  it  can¬ 
not  exced  $300  million? 


Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  might 
say  to  the  gentleman  that  there  is  no 
intent  so  far  as  I  personally  am  con¬ 
cerned  to  agree  to  any  such  limitation. 
Whatever  language  is  in  this  report,  and 
speaking  for  myself,  is  based  only  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  program  for  1959.  I  want  to 
inform  the  gentleman  that  I  am  entirely 
in  agreement  with  him  that  we  should 
accentuate  the  conservation  reserve  from 
now  on.  But,  I  did  agree  with  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  with  the  other  members 
of  the  subcommittee  on  a  compromise  of 
this  question.  I  had  difficulty,  I  might 
say  to  the  gentleman,  in  securing  the 
amount  of  $300  million  to  be  put  into  this 
bill.  I  wanted  $400  million,  but  as  one 
of  the  original  sponsors  of  the  Soil  Bank 
in  the  Congress  along  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Marshall]  I 
am  also  interested  in  seeing  this  pro¬ 
gram,  and  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  agrees  with  us,  as  I 
say,  I  am  also  interested  in  seeing  that 
this  program  should  not  mushroom  and 
become  discredited  because  of  certain 
practices  which  it  is  always  difficult  to 
keep  out  of  a  new  program.  That  is  my 
position,  may  I  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas.  Let  me  assure  you  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  that  this  should  be 
the  program  of  the  future. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  appreciate  that.  Now 
did  I  understand  the  chairman  to  say 
that  he  also  agreed  that  this  was  not 
intended  as  any  limitation  beyond  this 
year? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  On  page  26  of  the 
report,  we  provide  the  following; 

For  the  1959  crop  year,  the  Committee  has 
included  a  program  authorization  of  $300 
million.  This  should  aUow  adequate  funds 
to  meet  the  needs  of  the  program  on  a 
sound  basis  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

So  we  refer  to  the  next  year  only.  We 
have  never  announced  the  program  for 
more  than  1  year  under  the  general 
practice. 

Mr.  POAGE.  But,  the  thing  that  dis¬ 
turbs  me  is  on  page  17  of  the  bill  where 
this  provision  is  found  on  lines  9  and 
10  to  the  effect  that  none  of  these  funds 
can  be  used  for  a  program  which  would 
require  payments  to  producers  in  excess 
of  $300  million  in  any  calendar  year.  If 
I  understand  you,  you  are  now  telling  us 
that  that  applies  only  to  the  next  fiscal 
year;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  They  cannot  plan 
for  more  money  than  is  in  this  bill. 
That  would  be  reviewed  each  year. 
This  bill  is  for  1  year  only. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Poage 
was  granted  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  bill,  being  for 
1  year,  would  in  no  way  control  what 
might  be  done  in  following  years.  The 
language  might  have  been  worded  some¬ 
what  differently,  but  certainly  nobody 
is  trying  to  control  what  would  be  done 
next  year  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  felt  sure  that  is  what 
the  committee  intended,  but  I  wanted 
to  make  it  clear  that  you  are  not  mak¬ 
ing  a  limitation  for  future  years. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  ask  about  the  ac¬ 
tion  taken  in  regard  to  the  watershed 
program,  under  the  Flood  Prevention 
Act.  You  have  increased  the  budget 
estimate  rather  substantially.  For  one, 


I  want  to  commend  the  committee  for 
this  action.  However,  I  believe  you  kept 
the  appropriations  down  approximately 
as  low  as  they  were  for  the  past  year. 
I  presume  that  was  done  on  the  theory 
that  all  of  the  money  was  not  used  this 
past  year.  Am  I  right? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  right.  It  was 
the  belief  of  the  committee  that  this  is 
about  as  much  as  they  could  actually 
use.  They  have  certain  administrative 
procedures,  and  certain  contracts  have 
to  be  entered  into,  and  since  they  will 
have  this  carryover  from  the  present 
year,  we  felt  this  was  all  that  they  could 
use. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  wonder  if  the  chair¬ 
man  would  agree  with  me  that  if  we 
would  give  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice  a  substantial  increase  in  their  money 
for  engineering  and  for  planning  that 
we  could  and  should  properly  use  a 
much  larger  sum  of  money  each  year 
in  this  work. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  it  would  be 
more  complex  than  that.  I  do  not  feel 
we  have  been  hampering  them  too  much 
because  of  lack  of  appropriations. 

Mr.  POAGE.  In  the  State  of  Texas 
there  are  about  150  applications  pend¬ 
ing.  There  is  only  1  survey  or  plan¬ 
ning  party  in  the  entire  State,  and  they 
can  only  handle  2  projects  a  year.  That 
means,  in  the  course  of  75  years  we 
would  just  about  be  up  with  the  proj¬ 
ects  now  pending,  if  there  were  no  others 
asked. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  it  would  be  impossible  for  this 
subcommittee  to  meet  all  the  needs  of 
Texas.  But  we  have  provided  $2%  mil¬ 
lion  additional  for  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  think  that  is  a  step  in 
the  right  direction,  although  I  should 
have  preferred  considerably  more  money 
both  for  planning  and  for  construction. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do  not  think  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  money  in  that  field  has  been  as 
much  of  a  drawback  as  sometimes  has 
been  claimed. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  explanation. 

I  wish  to  state  to  the  membership  that 
while  I  very  much  appreciate  what  this 
committee  has  done,  in  an  effort  to  try 
to  give  us  a  program  at  least  comparable 
to  that  of  last  year,  it  has  been  my  hope 
and  I  still  hope  that  before  this  bill  be¬ 
comes  law  it  will  have  in  it  possibly  twice 
as  much  money  for  this  program. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  This  bill  does  have 
about  twice  as  much  money  as  they  used 
this  year. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  correct,  but  it 
does  not  have  twice  as  much  money  as  we 
had  appropriated  last  year,  and  it  does 
not  have  twice  as  much  money  as  we 
could  use.  Obviously,  the  farther  down 
the  line  you  go,  the  more  of  these  projects 
you  have  planned  and  ready  to  go,  the 
more  money  you  can  efficiently  use.  In 
your  early  years  you  are  limited.  I  have 
repeatedly  said  I  would  not  ask  for  a 
hundred  million  or  five  hundred  million 
even  if  I  could  get  it.  I  would  not  want 
it,  because  I  believe  it  would  lead  to 
extravagance  which  would  destroy  the 
program. 
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But  it  seems  to  me  this  program 
has  been  so  widely  and  so  well  accepted 
that  certainly  we  could  put  at  least 
$50  million  to  good  use  here,  even  with 
entirely  normal  conditions.  In  view  of 
the  depressed  economic  conditions.  I 
should  think  that  this  should  be  looked 
upon  as  a  minimum  figure. 

We  are  considering  the  expenditure  of 
funds  for  extensive  public  works,  and  in 
just  a  day  or  two  we  are  going  to  vote 
$1.5  billion  for  roads — and  I  am  not 
criticizing  roads;  but,  obviously,  there  is 
no  program  that  means  as  much  to  the 
people  of  America  as  that  of  conserving 
their  resources;  and  when  you  conserve 
your  water  resources  you  conserve  your 
soil;  and,  without  the  conservation  of 
these  resources,  the  other  programs  are 
going  to  fail  of  their  purpose.  Super¬ 
highways  will  be  of  little  avail  without 
water  for  our  cities  and  productive  soil 
for  our  farms. 

I  shall  not  offer  any  amendment  here, 
because  I  realize  that,  should  it  be  re¬ 
jected,  and  unless  the  committee  could 
see  its  way  clear  to  accept  it,  it  would 
be  defeated;  it  would  serve  as  an  instruc¬ 
tion  to  the  conferees  to  oppose  any  such 
increase  should  it  be  made  in  the  other 
body.  I  do,  however,  indulge  the  hope 
that,  should  this  amount  be  increased, 
the  subcommittee  will  accept  the  in¬ 
crease. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word 
and  wish  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  a  few  questions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  to  know  that  he  has  made 
practically  my  speech  on  this  subject.  I 
feel  that  at  a  time  like  this  when  we  are 
trying  to  find  places  to  put  men  back  to 
work,  there  is  no  better  place  than  to  ac¬ 
centuate,  as  quickly  as  possible  with 
surety  of  getting  a  good  job  done,  what  we 
term  the  watershed  protection  program 
and  the  flood  prevention  programs. 
Certainly  if  we  can  spend  an  additional 
$1,500,000,000  on  the  highway  construc¬ 
tion  program  in  this  1  year  alone,  I  may 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  we  can 
certainly  spend  $50  million  on  these  2 
■items  we  are  discussing  here. 

The  gentleman  well  knows  that  it  is 
due  to  the  lack  of  technicians  on  the  part 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  that  we 
have  been  unable  to  push  the  work  to 
the  point  the  gentleman  from  Texas  and 
I  would  like  to  see  it  pushed. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  has  said  exactly  what  I  would 
expect  him  to  say,  because  he  has  been 
one  of  those  who  has  been  working  very 
hard  on  this  program.  As  he  has  pointed 
out,  one  of  the  weaknesses  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  the  lack  of  technicians.  I  think 
we  should  do  something  to  get  enough 
people  to  carry  out  the  program. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Not  only 
that,  but  may  I  tell  the  gentleman  also 
that  I  made  an  effort  in  our  subcommit¬ 
tee  to  give  $5  million  additional  to  Soil 
Conservation  for  operations,  not  the  $2,- 
500,000  which  the  subcommittee  finally 
agreed  to,  but  I  wanted  an  additional  $5 
million  in  there. 

If  each  year  we  increased  the  financing 
of  soil-conservation  operations  through¬ 
out  America  by  at  least  $5  million  above 


what  we  have  in  this  bill,  I  think  we  could 
come  to  the  point  where  we  would  have 
sufficient  technicians  to  do  the  job. 

In  one  of  my  counties  alone  last  year 
we  lost  $18  million  because  of  a  flood. 
The  big  bulk  of  that  could  have  been 
controlled  and  prevented  had  a  water¬ 
shed  been  in  operation  as  we  hope  to 
see  many  of  them  in  operation  in  a  few 
years. 

I  want  to  pay  a  compliment  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas.  I  recall  when  I  first 
became  interested  in  this  particular 
work,  I  followed  the  lead  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas,  and  his  work  to  prevent 
soil  erosion  through  watershed  protec¬ 
tion,  and  I  complimented  him  for  his 
unceasing  effort  along  these  lines 
through  the  years. 

Mr.  POAGE.  May  I  point  out  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  that  we  did 
not  hesitate  to  authorize  a  program  of 
$30  billion  for  superhighways  simply  be¬ 
cause  we  did  not  have  the  engineering. 
We  did  not  have  it;  we  have  not  got  it 
today,  yet  this  House  within  a  day  or 
two  is  going  to  supply  $1,500,000,000  to 
expedite  work  on  the  highway  prografii 
even  though  we  do  not  have  the  engi¬ 
neering  done.  Why  should  we  be  so 
reluctant  to  undertake  a  program  that 
involves  an  infinitesimal  part  of  that 
great  sum,  but  which  will  return  even 
greater  long-range  benefits.  Why  should 
we  be  so  reluctant  simply  because  we  do 
not  have  enough  technicians.  We  can 
get  them  if  we  are  willing  to  pay  them 
enough.  The  highway  program  is  going 
to  dig  for  some  of  these  very  men.  I 
would  like  to  see  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  in  a  position  where  they  could 
bid  for  the  technicians  to  do  this  great 
soil-and-water  conservation  job.  I  hope 
the  other  body  may  see  fit  to  give  us 
some  relief  in  that  respect.  I  feel  sure 
that  if  they  do,  members  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  who  will  serve  on  the  conference 
will  try  to  keep  it  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  a  few  ques¬ 
tions  relative  to  the  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  what  will  happen  to  the  sec¬ 
tion  32  funds.  I  am  not  an  expert  in  this 
field  but,  as  I  understand  it,  section  32 
funds  involve  money  raised  from  the 
tariff  on  certain  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties,  which  funds  are  set  aside  to  be  used 
for  the  stabilization  of  the  prices  of  per¬ 
ishable  commodities;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  primarily  that. 
There  are  other  authorities  in  the  act, 
certain  other  limitations  and  certain 
other  uses  than  can  be  made. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  am  very 
sympathetic  to  the  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  but  I  would  like  to  know  whether 
the  diversion  of  $55  million  from  the 
section  32  funds  into  this  program  will 
deplete  that  fund  to  the  place  where  it 
cannot  be  used  to  stabilize  perishable 
commodities? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  that  any 
unused  section  32  funds  revert  to  the 
Treasury.  The  very  purpose  of  putting 
that  provision  in  this  bill  was  to  keep 
what  the  gentleman  is  referring  to  from 
happening.  The  Department  has  been 


very  slow  in  using  section  32  funds  as 
provided  by  law.  That  is  one  of  the  rea¬ 
sons  the  funds  were  moved  here  so  they 
would  be  used.  Then  there  would  be  no 
excuse  for  not  making  a  direct  deter¬ 
mination,  which  sometimes  has  not  been 
made  in  the  past. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Section 
32  funds  have  been  used  in  the  past  to 
the  advantage  of  those  people  who  pro¬ 
duce  perishable  commodities.  I  would 
not  want  to  see  anything  happen  to  it. 
I  would  not  want  to  see  this  fund  di¬ 
verted  so  as  to  support  other  commodi¬ 
ties  that  are  not  perishable.  I  want  to 
make  sure  this  is  not  a  subversion  of 
these  funds,  using  them  for  something 
else. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  There  may  be  a  few 
other  commodities,  but  anything  that  is 
edible  would  fit  into  the  school-lunch 
program  and  would  fit  the  general  defi¬ 
nition  of  “perishable.” 

I  assure  the  gentleman  our  purpose 
here  is  to  make  better  use  of  section  32 
funds  than  heretofore  and  to  make 
better  use  of  them  in  the  school-lunch 
program.  I  do  not  think  it  would  affect 
the  problem  at  all  except  to  make  it 
better. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the*  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Minnesota  [Mrs.  Knut¬ 
son]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Rettss  of  Wis¬ 
consin:  On  page  17,  line  21,  strike  the  period 
and  add  the  following  language:  Provided 

further.  That  such  limitation  for  conserva¬ 
tion  practices  shall  not  apply  to  wildlife 
practices.” 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  reserve  a  point  of  order 
against  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  REUSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.)  ' 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 
very  simple  amendment.  Conservation¬ 
ists  and  sportsmen  vigorously  supported 
the  adding  of  wildlife  conserving  prac¬ 
tices  to  the  conservation  reserve  when 
the  Soil  Bank  was  adopted  2  years  ago. 
For  the  first  time,  we  recognized  that 
the  farmer  who  followed  sound  wildlife 
conservation  practices  should  be  ade¬ 
quately  compensated  for  doing  on  his 
land  what  benefited  the  entire  country. 
Under  the  conservation  reserve,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  has  approved 
paying  farmers  up  to  80  percent  of  the 
cost  of  such  wildlife  conserving  practices 
as  planting  food  and  cover  for  wild 
game,  and  creating  or  restoring  marshy 
areas  for  waterfowl. 

The  committee  bill,  page  17,  lines  15 
to  21,  cuts  down  the  cost-sharing  by  the 
Federal  Government  for  conservation 
practices  from  the  present  80  percent  to 
a  maximum  of  50  percent,  which  is  the 
maximum  provided  under  the  ACP  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  do  not  question  the  wisdom  of  the 
committee  in  cutting  down  from  80  to  50 
percent  the  cost-sharing  practices  with 
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respect  to  soil  and  water  conservation 
practices,  because  there  is  a  great  direct 
benefit  to  the  farmer.  I  accept  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  judgment  that  a  50  percent 
sharing  is  enough  to  secure  widespread 
participation,  but  when  you  come  to 
wildlife  participation  payments  and 
want  to  cut  them  down  from  80  percent 
to  50  percent,  you  are  going  to  end,  in 
effect,  the  wildlife  practices  part  of  the 
conservation  program.  I  am  afraid  if 
you  cut  it  down  to  50  percent,  since 
there  is  very  little  in  it  for  the  farmer, 
he  is  just  not  going  to  see  his  way  clear 
to  install  the  sound  wildlife  conservation 
practices  that  Congress  intended  in  the 
authorization  act.  I  know  that  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten] 
and  the  ranking  minority  member,  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  An-] 
dersen]  have  done  a  wonderful  job  in 
connection  with  this  worthwhile  con¬ 
servation  reserve,  and  I  think  with  my 
little  amendment  it  will  retain  the  en¬ 
thusiastic  support  of  city  conservation¬ 
ists  as  well  as  country  conservationists, 
and  I  hope  the  amendment  will  pass. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chan-man,  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of 
objection. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  there  was  a  good 
deal  of  feeling  that  we  should  not  in¬ 
clude  a  program  for  wildlife  refuges  and 
things  of  that  sort.  It  was  included, 
however,  and  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  appropriation  bill  carries  money 
for  carrying  on  practices  on  wildlife 
refuges.  Now,  if  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  is  adopted,  it  means  that  if 
you  go  into  that  type  of  an  area  the 
Government  would  pay  full  rent,  and 
the  record  shows  in  some  cases  it  would 
pay  for  the  land  in  3  years.  Then  in 
addition  you  would  pay  80  percent  of  the 
cost  of  the  program. 

I  think  the  whole  program,  to  be 
frank  with  you,  lacks  a  lot  of  being 
sound.  In  this  language  we  try  to  bring 
it  down  to  a  sound  operation  by  provid¬ 
ing  that  they  cannot  pay  rentals  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  20  percent  of  the  value.  Then 
we  provide  that  the  contribution  from 
the  Government  for  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  should  be  in  line  with  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program,  where  the 
average  is  about  50  percent  of  the  cost. 

I  would  certainly  say,  if  you  go  along 
with  us  and  want  to  make  a  sound  con¬ 
servation  program,  you  should  not  want 
to  make  an  exception  of  one  part  of  the 
program  which  contributes  very  little  to 
agriculture.  Certainly  you  would  not 
want  to  pay  80  percent,  plus  a  rate  of 
rental  that  would  equal  the  value  of  the 
land  in  3  years. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be 
defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  ReussL 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  American  farmer 
and  the  American  consumer  today  face 
many  problems  which  they  share  in  com¬ 
mon.  One  of  these  problems  centers 


around  the  market  for  good  pork.  The 
hog  plays  an  increasingly  more  impor¬ 
tant  role  in  our  economy  and  on  the 
dinner  table. 

Through  the  years,  the  hog  has  be¬ 
come  the  symbol  of  greed.  Applied  to 
enterprises  or  individuals,  the  word 
means  those  who  take  selfishly  or  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  their  due.  Also,  a  hog — not  un¬ 
like  some  newspaper  columnists  and  a 
few  politicians — has  a  reputation  for 
wallowing  in  the  mire.  This  is,  of 
course,  a  popular  misconception  since 
any  farmer  can  tell  you  that  the  hog  is 
a  clean  animal  if  given  the  opportunity. 

In  one  of  his  essays,  Charles  Lamb 
tells  us  that  the  hog  was  responsible  for 
one  of  the  great  disasters  of  China.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  his  account,  a  pig  was  trapped 
in  a  burning  house  and  when  all  was  lost, 
the  owner  was  so  taken  by  the  appetizing 
odor  of  the  charred  animal  that  he 
tasted  the  meat.  He  spread  the  word  of 
this  delicious  new  food  discovery  across 
the  land.  To  share  in  this  delight,  peo¬ 
ple  everwhere  locked  their  pigs  in  their 
houses  and  burned  down  the  houses. 

CONSUMERS  WANT  LESS  LEAN  PORK 

Be  that  as  it  may,  we  are  doing  some¬ 
thing  almost  as  ridiculous  today.  What 
we  are  doing  might  be  almost  as  funny 
if  it  were  not  also  as  pathetic.  The 
consumers  of  this  country  want  lean 
pork.  There  is  ample  evidence  of  this 
demand  at  every  meat  market  in  Amer¬ 
ica.  The  American  farmer  can  produce 
lean  pork,  or,  as  it  is  popularly  called — 
a  meat-type  hog.  The  American  farmer 
needs  an  outlet  for  his  feed  grains. 
There  is  no  more  efficient  machine  for 
converting  grain  into  meat  than  the  hog. 
It  has  become  the  symbol  of  greed  partly 
because  of  its  notorious  appetite. 

Crocodile  tears  have  been  shed  because 
Henry  Wallace  once  wanted  to  keep 
these  darling  little  pigs  from  growing 
into  hogs,  as  the  headlines  of  the  time 
said.  It  might  be  more  appropriate  if  a 
few  of  these  tears  were  shed  today  for 
the  American  consumer  and  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer  who  are  now  at  the  mercy 
of  the  middleman  in  the  hog  business — 
the  packing  industry.  If  the  hog  is  the 
symbol  of  greed,  we  sometimes  wonder 
if  the  industry  has  not  been  unduly  in¬ 
fluenced  by  its  close  association  with  the 
animal. 

SPENDING  LESS  FOR  PORK 

Have  you  ever  bought  pork  in  this 
city?  In  the  stores  in  which  we  trade, 
we  rarely  see  good,  fresh  pork  on  dis¬ 
play.  The  few  times  we  have  been 
tempted  to  try  it,  we  have  been  disap¬ 
pointed.  We  prefer  lean,  firm  pork 
which  is  wholesome  and  delicious,  not 
the  soft,  greasy  product  offered  on  the 
market  today.  We  apparently  are  not 
alone  in  this  preference.  Department  of 
Agriculture  figures  show  that  the  per¬ 
centage  of  the  consumer  dollar  spent  for 
pork  dropped  from  3.3  percent  in  1947  to 
2  percent  in  1957,  a  period  of  10  years. 

The  percentage  of  the  consumer’s  dol¬ 
lar  spent  for  beef  during  the  same  period 
remained  relatively  stable  at  2%  percent. 

Does  this  simply  mean  that  our  eating 
habits  have  changed?  I  do  not  think  so. 
My  family  would  still  prefer  good  pork 
and  there  is  ample  evidence  that  other 
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families  share  this  desire  if  quality 
products  are  available. 

FARMERS  WANT  TO  PRODUCE  LEAN  HOGS 

Let  us  look  at  the  farmer’s  side  of  the 
coin.  My  father  was  enthusiastic  over 
the  possibilities  of  bacon-type  hogs — as 
they  were  then  called — when  he  was  a 
young  man.  After  graduation  from  our 
agricultural  school  in  St.  Paul,  one  of 
his  first  ventures  in  farming  was  the 
purchase  of  Yorkshire  bacon-type  hogs 
as  breeding  stock. 

The  St.  Paul  packing  industry  became 
interested  in  this  type  of  production  and 
for  a  short  time  paid  a  premium  on  the 
market.  The  industry  then,  too,  was 
lean  and  hungry,  but  as  it  became  fatter 
it  became  complacent  and  emulated  the 
hog  in  other  ways.  Except  for  sporadic 
efforts,  it  still  slumbers  while  the  market 
for  its  product  deteriorates  to  an  alarm¬ 
ing  degree. 

MEAT  DEMAND  UP - LARD  DOWN 

The  packing  industry  lost  interest  in 
quality  and  relied  instead  upon  volume 
for  its  profit.  To  some  extent,  this  at¬ 
titude  was  justified  because  the  demand 
for  lard  was  almost  as  great  as  the  de¬ 
mand  for  lean  meat  in  the  early  part  of 
this  century.  The  situation  has 
changed.  In  1956,  according  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  lean  meat  was 
worth  89  percent  more  than  live  hogs 
while  lard  was  worth  31  percent  less, 
pound  for  pound.  But  like  Rip  Van 
Winkle,  the  industry  slept  on. 

CANADIANS  TAKE  OVER  MARKET 

In  the  meantime,  what  have  our  fine 
neighbors  in  Canada  been  doing?  They 
came  down  into  the  United  States  to 
buy  breeding  stock  for  a  new  kind  of  hog 
production.  My  father  was  one  of  those 
who  sold  good  breeding  stock  from  his 
swine  herd  to  Canadian  buyers.  They 
went  into  the  production  of  meat-type 
hogs  which  earned  a  premium  in  the 
market  place.  Their  judgment  paid  off. 
To  this  day,  a  premium  is  paid  in  the 
market  for  a  quality  product  that  has 
earned  a  worldwide  reputation.  Go  to 
any  eating  place  where  quality  food  is 
served  and  you  will  find  Canadian  bacon 
on  the  menu.  During  a  recent  trip  to 
South  America  by  air,  we  were  served 
an  excellent  meal  aboard  the  plane — the 
meat  dish  was  Canadian  bacon. 

American  agricultural  research  since 
1900  has  done  a  remarkable  job  in  devel¬ 
oping  and  promoting  breeds  of  hogs 
which  produce  quality  meat. 

The  extension  service  has  done  an  ex¬ 
cellent  job  in  making  information  based 
on  this  research  available  to  farmers. 
Our  farmers  are  willing  to  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  the  advances  made  in  this  field 
if  they  are  given  the  opportunity. 

USE  AMERICAN  RESEARCH 

Over  the  years,  Congress  has  made 
money  available  for  this  valuable  work. 
But  who  has  been  taking  advantage  of 
it?  Our  neighbors  north  of  the  border, 
the  Canadian  hog  producers.  ' 

A  year  ago  this  subcommittee  on  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriations  initiated  a  study 
of  the  Canadian  system  of  quality  pork 
production.  Preparatory  to  that  study, 
I  made  an  inquiry  concerning  the  differ¬ 
ence  in  carcass  value  between  meat-  and 
lard-type  hogs.  A  prominent  Canadian 
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educator  In  the  field  of  agriculture  re¬ 
ferred  me  to  a  bulletin  which  he  de¬ 
scribed  as  the  best  work  he  knew  on  the 
subject.  Where  did  it  come  from?  From 
our  own  University  of  Minnesota. 

EMPHASIS  ON  WEIGHT,  NOT  QUALITY 

Now,  we  are  proud  of  the  work  done  in 
this  field  by  the  University  of  Minne¬ 
sota  and  we  are  happy  that  it  is  useful 
to  farmers  everywhere.  My  own  disap¬ 
pointment,  however,  arises  from  an  ex¬ 
perience  I  had  on  my  own  farm  at  about 
the  same  time.  We  had  a  good  load  of 
hogs  ready  for  market  when  our  trucker 
said,  “Fred,  you  have  some  nice  hogs 
but  you  had  better  put  in  a  few  skinny 
runts  or  the  buyers  will  cut  the  price 
on  you.”  We  picked  out  three  light¬ 
weight  pigs  and  added  them  to  the  load. 
That  brought  the  weight  down  so  that 
they  could  be  sold  for  the  top  price  in 
the  market. 

The  quality  of  the  hogs  had  little  or 
nothing  to  do  with  the  price  the  packers’ 
buyer  would  pay.  The  price  was  deter¬ 
mined  solely  by  weight.  These  hogs  were 
sold  within  20  miles  of  the  same  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Minnesota  which  produced  the 
excellent  study  on  the  difference  between 
the  carcass  value  of  meat-  and  lard-type 
hogs.  And,  as  you  all  know,  the  State 
of  Minnesota  borders  the  Dominion  of 
Canada. 

CONSUMERS  AND  FARMERS  WILL  RESPOND 

We  sold  our  breeding  stock  to  Canada. 
We  furnished  them  with  the  results  of 
our  research.  To  their  credit,  they  put 
the  two  together  in  a  thriving  industry. 
In  the  meantime,  our  industry  slumbers 
on. 

A  subcommittee  of  our  Committee  on 
Appropriations  held  a  hearing  at  Morris, 
Minn.  Testimony  from  county  agents 
in  the  area  impressed  upon  us  the  im¬ 
portance  of  premium  payments  for 
meat-type  hogs.  From  their  experience, 
they  assured  us  that  farmers  would  re¬ 
spond  immediately  to  a  demand  from 
packers  for  quality  meat-type  hogs.  I 
believe  they  will  and  I  know  that  con¬ 
sumers  will  respond  to  an  even  greater 
degree  in  the  meat  market. 

There  are  signs  of  an  awakening  in 
this  country.  At  the  insistence  of  our 
subcommittee,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  sent  a  group  into  Canada  to  look 
into  the  situation.  A  report  of  the  find¬ 
ings  will  be  found  on  page  1339  or  part 
III  of  our  hearings  on  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  Appropriations  Bill.  One 
fact  that  will  immediately  stand  out  is 
that  there  is  a  differential  of  $4.50  be¬ 
tween  grade  A  and  grade  C  hogs  in  the 
200-pound  class  on  the  Canadian  market. 

NEED  FOR  PRICE  DIFFERENTIAL 

Taking  into  account  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  Canadian  and  American  cuts, 
there  should  be  a  spread  of  at  least  $1.60 
on  200-pound  hogs  of  different  quality 
in  our  market.  Canadian  producers  ob¬ 
tain  an  additional  advantage  by  a  special 
method  of  trimming  fat  and  by  use  of  an 
established  method  of  quality  accept¬ 
ance.  I  suggest,  Mr.  Chairman  that  we 
ought  to  learn  more  about  the  job  that 
has  been  done  by  our  Canadian  neigh¬ 
bors  and  that  we  ought  to  keep  in  close 
touch  with  these  developments. 


There  is  a  small  ray  of  hope  appearing 
for  the  American  consumer  and  the 
American  producer  of  pork.  The  Amer¬ 
ican  Meat  Institute  announced  last  sum¬ 
mer  that  buyers  stand  ready  to  take 
properly  sorted  hogs  on  a  merit  basis. 
There  are  also  a  few  packers  who  are 
trying  to  be  fair  about  the  price  and 
quality  situation.  In  our  State,  the 
Hormel  Packing  Co. — the  same  company 
so  highly  lauded  during  debate  on  the 
humane  slaughter  bill — has  established 
a  policy  of  processing  good  quality 
meats.  In  so  doing,  the  company  pays 
a  premium  to  the  producer  of  high- 
grade  hogs. 

FARMERS  LIKE  HORMEL  METHOD 

How  do  farmers  like  this?  Wallace’s 
Farmer,  a  leading  farm  magazine,  put 
this  question  to  its  readers  a  year  ago. 
Two-thirds  of  the  farmers  polled  favored 
the  method  of  purchase  used  by  the 
Hormel  Co.  v 

I  have  introduced  a  bill,  H.  R.  8863,  to 
enable  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
use  incentives  to  encourage  marketing  of 
hogs  at  lighter  weights.  The  same  mag¬ 
azine  polled  its  readers  on  this  proposal 
and  55  percent  of  them  approved  of  this 
plan.  Only  29  percent  expressed  some 
disagreement.  A  similar  bill  of  mine 
was  opposed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  in  a  report  made  on  April  11, 
1956. 

AGRICULTURE  DEPARTMENT  BALKS 

Among  the  reasons  given  by  the  De¬ 
partment  in  opposition  to  my  bill  were 
these : 

It  is  believed  that  the  majority  of  hog 
producers  oppose  a  program  that  would  lead 
to  Government  regulation  of  production  and 
marketings.  *  *  » 

Payments  on  hogs  would  have  the  effect  of 
setting  a  precedent  for  similar  payments  on 
beef  cattle,  poultry,  and  other  livestock 
products. 

At  this  point,  it  is  interesting  to  note 
the  remarks  of  Mr.  Lyle  Lamphere  of 
then  Central  Livestock  Association,  a 
cooperative  commission  agency  on  the 
South  St.  Paul  market,  made  before  a 
meeting  of  the  Minnesota  Farm  Man¬ 
agers  Association  in  St.  Paul,  in  January 
of  this  year: 

Whether  or  not  the  trend  will  be  toward 
production  of  leaner,  meatier  hogs  depends 
upon  several  factors,  and  one  of  them  is  the 
system  of  marketing.  There  are  many  who 
say  that  if  sufficient  price  reward  is  paid 
for  meat-type  hogs,  that  such  hogs  will  be 
'produced.  This  is  a  challenge  that  has  been 
squarely  faced  by  the  Central  Livestock  As¬ 
sociation  for  nearly  20  years.  * 

N.  K.  Carnes,  general  manager  of  your 
Central  Livestock  Association,  back  in  the 
early  1940’s  called  meetings  of  packers  and 
other  marketing  interests  of  the  South  St. 
Paul  market  in  an  effort  to  inaugurate  a 
method  of  selling  live  hogs  on  the  hoof,  on 
such  a  basis  that  quality  would  be  recog¬ 
nized  in  the  determination  of  their  value. 
Many  hogs  at  that  time  were  being  sold  on 
a  weight  basis  alone.  Unfortunately,  this 
missionary  work  was  at  first  not  too  favor¬ 
ably  received.  *  *  * 

Now  there  is  something  that  is  even  more 
important  to  all  hog  producers  than  the 
selling  of  meat-type  hogs  on  a  merit  basis, 
and  that's  the  general  level  of  hog  prides. 
Interest  in  hog  production  is  dependent 
upon  adequate  financial  returns.  When  hog 
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prices  are  severely  depressed,  interest  in  the 
production  of  meat-type  hogs  declines  also. 

In  spite  of  all  the  work  this  selling 
agency  has  been  doing,  proper  attention 
is  still  not  being  given  to  the  value  of 
lean  meat  hogs. 

SOME  SIGNS  OF  INTEREST 

Because  they  are  unable  to  get  the 
proper  return  in  the  market,  some  pro¬ 
ducers  are  seeking  contracts  with  the 
packing  industry.  An  article  in  the 
April  1958  issue  of  the  Farm  Journal 
describes  the  use  of  lease  breeding  ar¬ 
rangements. 

These  are  some  of  the  indications  of 
renewed  interest  among  sellers  and 
packers.  Consumers  and  farmers,  as 
well  as  the  great  majority  of  our  county 
agricultural  agents,  have  long  been  alert 
to  the  possibilities  of  improving  the  qual¬ 
ity  of  pork  on  the  market. 

DEPARTMENT  REVERSES  ITSELF 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  itself 
submitted  an  excellent  report  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  after  it  was  suggested  by  our  sub¬ 
committee.  In  strong  terms,  the  report 
stresses  the  value  of  selling  hogs  on  a 
merit  basis.  Despite  this,  and  despite 
every  experience  to  the  contrary,  here  is 
the  reply  we  got  when  we  suggested  that 
such  language  might  be  written  into  law : 
“The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  not  at 
this  time  in  a  position  to  suggest  legis¬ 
lative  language  to  force  the  marketing  of 
hogs  on  a  mandatory  sorting  or  grade 
basis.  Rather,  the  Department  believes 
improvement  should  come  through  re¬ 
search,  education,  and  the  voluntary  ef¬ 
forts  of  producers,  market  agencies, 
meatpackers,  and  others,  including  the 
wholesale  and  retail  trade.” 

This  is  the  answer  we  get,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  after  all  the  years  of  wishful  think¬ 
ing,  all  the  years  of  inactivity  on  the  part 
of  the  trade,  and  at  a  time  when  hog 
producers  are  losing  their  markets.  Is 
not  this  “solution”  about  as  ridiculous 
as  burning  down  houses  to  roast  pork? 
At  least  the  Chinese  described  in  Charles 
Lamb’s  essay  did  get  pork  for  dinner, 
which  is  more  than  we  can  say  will  hap¬ 
pen  under  the  Department’s  so-called 
solution.  The  time  for  study  is  past. 
The  facts  are  on  the  record.  Construc¬ 
tive  action  now  can  regain  a  hog  market 
and  expand  the  use  of  pork  products. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  this  in  order  to  get 
some  information,  if  I  can,  from  the 
committee  in  regard  to  the  amount  of 
funds  we  presently  have  in  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  generated  by  Public  Law  480.  I 
notice  on  page  24  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port  that  there  is  some  discussion  of  the 
fact  that  we  have  been  selling  a  lot  of 
these  surpluses  for  dollars,  but  obviously 
a  great  deal  of  those  surpluses  has  been 
sold  for  foreign  currencies.  There 
seems  to  be  no  breakdown.  I  wonder 
if  someone  from  the  committee  could 
tell  me  how  much  in  1957  was  sold  for 
dollars  and  how  much  for  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  committee  requested 
that  information  and  I  am  sure  it  is  in 
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the  hearings.  It  is  taking  a  moment  to 
run  it  down. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  have 
checked  the  hearings  and  on  page  944  I 
find  some  information  on  the  subject,  to 
the  effect  that  the  total  agricultural  ex¬ 
ports  in  1957  were  $4.7  billion;  $1.9  bil¬ 
lion  of  this  amount  was  exported  under 
Government  programs,  and  $2.8  billion 
worth  of  agricultural  commodities  were 
exported  commercially  for  dollars.  Of 
Of  this  $2.8  billion  $1.7  billion  was  ex¬ 
ported  at  prevailing  domestic  market 
prices.  The  remaining  $1.1  billion  was 
exported  at  less  than  domestic  market 
prices  and  had  a  domestic  market  value 
estimated  at  $1.4  billion. 

That  still  does  not  give  the  informa¬ 
tion.  I  suppose  the  answer  is  that  $1.9 
billion  was  sold  for  foreign  currencies. 
Would  that  be  a  correct  conclusion? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Part  of  that  was  do¬ 
nated  and  part  was  by  sale  for  foreign 
currencies.  I  have  before  me  a  table 
which  the  staff  has  procured  from  vari¬ 
ous  pieces  of  information  that  appear  in 
the  record.  I  could  read  that  for  the 
gentleman,  if  he  wished. 

With  regard  to  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  commodities  at  their  cost 
value — that  is  the  Government  invest¬ 
ment — for  1957  the  total  disposition — 
that  is  the  word  they  use — was  $4,267,- 
800,000.  The  dollar  sales  were  $2,326,- 
500,000.  Barter,  donations,  and  grants, 
$1,258,100,000.  Sales  for  foreign  curren¬ 
cies,  $623,200,000. 

Those  are  the  figures  brought  to¬ 
gether  by  the  staff  from  various  infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  Department. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

On  page  998  of  the  hearings  you  do 
have  some  totals  of  the  amounts  of  for¬ 
eign  currencies  that  are  programed.  I 
presume  those  are  under  the  Public  Law 
480  agreements.  They  show  that  the 
amount  of  those  programings  is  around 
$2,294  million. 

How  much  do  we  have  and  what  are 
the  present  balances  in  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  generated  under  Public  Law  480 
agreements,  if  the  gentleman  can  tell 
me? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  sorry,  we  do 
not  have  that  information  available. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  -What  I  am 
getting  at  is  this.  It  is  very  difficult  to 
follow  just  what  we  are  doing  with  these 
tremendous  sums  of  money  that  are 
generated  under  Public  Law  480.  When 
we  have  the  Subcommittee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  for  Foreign  Affairs  and  discuss 
the  foreign-aid  program  it  is  very  diffi¬ 
cult  to  get  this  information  from  them. 
So  now  I  am  starting  at  this  point  to 
see  whether  this  committee  looks  into 
the  programs  for  which  this  money  is 
being  used,  because  they  are  identical  to 
all  the  foreign-aid  programs  under  the 
conventional  method  of  paying  for  them. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  so  far  as  the  difficulty  of  getting 
the  information  is  concerned;  but  I  as¬ 
sure  the  gentleman  that  the  slowness 
with  which  he  is  getting  it  from  this 
committee  does  not  come  from  the  same 
reason  on  our  part,  perhaps. 


Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  am  sure 
it  does  not.  If  anything,  I  want  to 
strengthen  the  gentleman’s  position. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  State  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  Treasury  Department  have 
control  of  these  funds.  As  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  aware,  in  advance  of  the  sale 
there  is  an  agreement  on  the  use  of  the 
funds.  Our  committee  does  not  come 
into  thiT picture  except  to  the  extent  that 
these  foreign  currencies  are  used  to  pro¬ 
mote  markets  and  certain  other  things 
that  have  to  do  with  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  For  that  reason,  I  think 
their  figure  very  frequently  is  not  as  com¬ 
plete  as  it  could  be.  This  is  the  first 
year  we  have  had  a  chance  to  go  into  it. 
I  am  sorry  our  information  is  not  com¬ 
plete.  We  have  on  page  998  an  estimate 
of  the  total  amount  the  currencies  would 
be  under  all  the  agreements.  Whether 
the  agreements  have  been  carried  out  I 
am  not  in  position  to  say. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  commend 
the  committee  on  their  efforts  and  urge 
them  to  continue  their  efforts  and  go 
further,  because  apparently  these  funds 
are  not  pegged  down.  I  commend  the 
committee  for  making  some  effort  at 
any  rate  to  figure  out  how  much  should 
be  apportioned  to  the  agricultural  pro¬ 
gram  and  how  much  should  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  our  foreign  aid  program.  I 
think  very  particularly  there  is  some 
balance  that  should  be  struck,  but  I 
think  we  have  come  up  with  no  real 
answer  on  that. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do  not  think  we 
did.  We  for  the  first  time  here  approved 
the  use  that  was  submitted  to  us  of  the 
funds.  We  assumed  that  jurisdiction  in 
this  bill  and  in  our  report.  We  do  have 
available  various  supports  which  we  think 
we  can  bring  together  to  bring  together 
the  sum  total  in  agriculture  as  here,  but 
we  have  made  out  and  I  assure  the  gen¬ 
tleman  we  will  try  to  carry  it  out. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word,  and  I 
do  this  to  seek  information.  I  have  lis¬ 
tened  to  the  debate  rather  carefully  and 
read  the  committee  report,  but  I  fail  to 
see  a  discussion  here  of  the  increase  of 
$150  million  in  the  authorization  for 
rural  electrification  itself.  I  should  like 
to  ask  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
to  give  us  some  kind  of  summary  of  that 
$150  million  increase.  The  committee 
has  done  a  careful  job  otherwise,  and  I 
am  sure  he  must  have  a  satisfactory 
explanation. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  For  the  gentleman’s 
information,  the  budget  sent  down  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  provided  $150  million.  To  read 
that,  it  would  indicate  that  that  was 
the  sum  total  stated  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget.  In  talking  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  when  the  Department  witnesses 
came  before  us  to  justify  that  action, 
they  presented  to  us  a  proposed  legis¬ 
lative  amendment  to  the  existing  law 
which  would  provide  for  the  borrowing 
of  money  by  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  from  outside  sources 
that  would  last  half  of  the  next  fiscal 
year.  At  this  date  that  bill  has  not 
been  introduced.  It  is  not  now  pending 
before  the  legislative  committee. 


.  In  testimony  before  the  committee, 
the  Department  witnesses,  including 
the  head  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration,  and  the  man  from  the 
Secretary’s  office,  under  which  the  su¬ 
pervision  or  inspection  of  it  comes,  tes¬ 
tified  that  the  original  $150  million, 
though  it  does  not  so  state  in  the  budget, 
was  sent  down  to  cover  a  half  year,  and 
their  total  estimates  and  requests  for 
what  they  were  seeking  for  a  full  year 
were  some  $350  million,  as  I  recall.  The 
committee  provided  $300  million,  with 
the  $25-million  contingency.  It  was 
quite  clear  that  the  Budget  intended, 
according  to  the  Department,  for  the 
full  $150  million  to  come  on  every  year. 
So  the  committee  provided  for  the  half 
year. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  May  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  if  he  will  summarize  the  pro¬ 
gram  briefly,  how  the  $350  million  which 
he  mentioned  could  be  advantageously 
used  compared  with  the  $179  million  in 
last  year’s  bill.  There  must  be  some 
tremendous  reasons  for  the  desired 
increase. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Of  course,  we  base 
our  action  on  the  estimate  by  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration  on  the 
number  of  applications  they  have  pend¬ 
ing.  Each  year  you  have  a  carryover  of 
authority  from  the  preceding  year.  All 
of  those  factors  entered  into  this.  Then 
the  next  thing,  they  have  made,  as  I  re¬ 
call  it,  a  special  survey  of  the  needs  of 
the  REA.  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  is 
familiar  with  the  fact  that  in  recent 
years  the  use  of  the  REA  current  by  the 
subscribers  has  exceeded  the  most  opti¬ 
mistic  estimate  of  anyone.  As  the  use 
by  the  individual  subscriber  or  customer 
increases,  the  need  for  firming  up  or 
making  larger  trunklines  available  in¬ 
creases,  and  it  results  in  bigger  loans. 
This  is  the  sum  total  of  the  committee’s 
judgment,  accepting  the  statement  of 
the  Department  based  on  survey  appli¬ 
cations,  based  on  estimates,  and  based 
on  past  experience. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  say  a  larger  part  of  the  increase 
is  in  urban  expansion  in  powerlines  or 
rural? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Well,  certainly,  I 
would  take  it  to  be  rural.  I  have  made 
no  survey  myself.  The  gentleman  is  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  law.  It  says  that  it  shall 
be  to  provide  central  station  current  and 
so  forth.  I  find  some  of  my  friends  with 
the  utilities  quarreling  sometimes  as  to 
whether  they  are  following  that  too 
closely,  and  we  hear  a  lot  of  these  other 
things.  But,  I  personally  do  not  have 
the  information  to  know  how  much 
truth  there  may  be  in  it.  But  the  loans 
are  clearly  under  the  control  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  REA  and  they  have  it 
within  their  power  to  approve  or  disap¬ 
prove  these  loans.  The  applicants  and 
the  uses  are  part  of  the  basis  on  which 
they  should  be  approved.  Certainly,  it 
is  within  their  power  to  restrict  them  to 
the  proper  use  of  the  funds  in  line  writh 
the  REA. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  The  gentleman  in¬ 
dicated  that  there  was  a  survey  to  see  if 
they  could  take  up  a  lot  more  applica¬ 
tions. 
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Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  there  was 
such  a  survey  by  an  outside  organiza¬ 
tion.  But,  also  if  there  was  a  survey  by 
the  Department  as  to  the  prospective 
needs,  there  would  be  many  of  these 
things  that  you  could  find.  The  gentle¬ 
man  knows  that  that  has  existed 
through  the  years  and  it  has  existed 
through  the  years  that  I  have  been  in 
the  Congress  at  least. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  The  gentleman  is 
entirely  satisfied  that  this  amount  is 
justified? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  it  is.  But, 
may  I  say  again  to  the  gentleman,  this 
is  in  line,  with  what  we  thought  is  the 
real  need  based  on  the  soundest  infor¬ 
mation  available.  But,  .if  you  had  $1V& 
billion  authorization,  they  would  not 
lend  a  dollar  unless  the  Department  it¬ 
self  determined  that  there  was  feasibil¬ 
ity  and  that  it  would  be  repaid  and  that 
it  was  a  sound  loan  and  that  the  criteria 
of  the  law  have  been  met.  Neither 
would  it  be  taken  out  of  the  Treasury 
until  it  had  been  actually  approved. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  for  the 
purpose  of  asking  a  few  questions  of  the 
chairman  with  regard  to  the  foreign 
agricultural  service  section  of  the  bill. 
I  think  we  are  all  agreed  that  one  of  the 
most  important  parts  of  the  agricultural 
program  is  the  expansion  of  markets 
overseas  and  the  expansion  of  uses  for 
agricultural  products  in  other  countries. 
The  agency  that  is  charged  with  carry¬ 
ing  out  these  functions  is  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service.  There  is  an  in¬ 
teresting  colloquy  in  part  2  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  at  page  965  conducted  by  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
sen]  in  which  he  very  ably  developed 
the  point  in  questioning  departmental 
witnesses,  that  several  very  important 
agricultural  attaches  were  eliminated 
from  the  program  because  of  inadequate 
funds  in  the  1958  budget.  Yet,  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  recommending  the  same  budget 
for  that  purpose  again  in  the  fiscal  year 
1959.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman 
on  what  basis  the  committee  brings  out 
the  same  figure  again  this  year  in  view 
of  the  information  from  the  Department 
that  that  amount  was  inadequate  for 
carrying  on  the  program. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  we  do  not  always  accept 
the  Department’s  estimate  as  to  how 
much  money  they  would  like  to  have. 
If  we  did,  there  is  no  telling  how  much 
we  would  have  in  this  bill.  I  would 
like  to  point  out,  if  I  may,  in  reply  to 
the  gentleman,  that  the  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  have 
increased  since  1952  from  $796  million  to 
a  total  of  $1,729  million  for  the  present 
year.  If  this  committee  had  provided 
all  the  funds  that  all  the  witnesses  who 
came  before  us  requested,  there  would 
be  another  billion  dollars  in  this  bill. 
But,  with  the  foreign  currencies  that  are 
available  to  the  Department  for  use  by 
the  foreign  agricultural  service,  since  the 
Department  has  17,000  more  employees 
than  it  had  5  years  ago  and  since  we 
have  more  than  doubled  the  appropria¬ 
tion  that  was  available  to  them  5  years 


ago,  we  felt  that  we  should  tell  them  to 
do  these  extra  and  special  things  from 
the  moneys  that  are  available. 

As  I  say,  if  we  had  acceded  to  all  of 
the  requests  of  our  colleagues  and  other 
witnesses  in  every  instance,  and  it  is 
something  that  we  would  have  liked  to 
have  gone  along  with,  there  would  be  an¬ 
other  billion  dollars  in  this  bill.  We 
think  it  is  sound  to  tell  them  that,  with 
the  employees  they  have,  and  the  money 
they  have  and  in  view  of  the  increases 
in  the  past  5  years,  they  ought  to  do  a 
good  job.  And  we  believe  they  can. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Does  the  chairman 
suggest  that  the  needed  additional  funds 
for  this  program  could  be  taken  from 
those  funds  available  under  the  Public 
Law  480  program? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  They  have  authority 
under  that  law  to  use  it  for  promoting 
markets,  and  various  other  things,  where 
these  Agriculture  attaches  do  the  work. 
It  is  a  matter  of  charging  this  expense 
up  to  foreign  currencies  instead  of  di¬ 
rect  appropriations.  It  is  my  view  that 
that  source  of  funds  makes  it  within 
their  range  to  meet  this  problem  that 
the  gentleman  mentions. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Govern  1  has  expired.  N 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  congratulate  the  chairman  and  the 
members  of  the  subcommittee  for  a  thor¬ 
ough  and  conscientious  treatment  of  this 
agricultural  appropriation  bill. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  that  we 
go  forward  with  an  adequate  agricul¬ 
tural  research  program.  First,  I  feel 
that  the  grants  for  state  experiment 
stations  should  be  expanded.  In  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest,  these  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  are  making  a  tremendous  contri¬ 
bution  not  only  to  agriculture  but  to  the 
total  economic  welfare  of  the  American 
people.  They  are  at  the  present  time 
handicapped  by  a  lack  of  funds  to  carry 
on  much  needed  experimental  endeavors. 
I  urge  that  the  committee  will  give  every 
consideration  to  the  enlargement  of 
this  program. 

Another  field  of  research  with  which 
I  am  most  concerned  is  soil  and  water 
research  experimentation.  In  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest,  we  are  in  great  need  of 
a  soil  and  water  research  laboratory  to 
study  .the  unique  problems  of  our  area. 
I  am  greatly  disappointed  that  an  item 
of  $1  million  has  not  been  included  in 
this  budget  to  set  up  such  a  laboratory 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

I  am  happy  to  see  that  the  committee 
has  recognized  the  value  of  these  labora¬ 
tories  by  its  commendatory  statement  in 
its  report.  I  am  also  pleased  that  it  has 
recommended  to  the  Secretary  that 
study  be  given  to  the  needs  for  a  soil 
and  water  laboratory  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  with  a  view  to  consideration 
of  such  need  in  connection  with  the  next 
year’s  budget.  I  greatly  hope  that  this 
item  will  be  included  at  the  earliest  op¬ 
portunity. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise 
and  report  the  bill  back  to  the  House, 
without  amendment,  with  the  recom¬ 
mendation  that  the  bill  do  pass. 


The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose,  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Bonner,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.  R.  11767)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  for 
other  purposes,  directed  him  to  report 
the  bill  back  to  the  House  with  the 
recommendation  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  bill  to  final 
passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 


The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read 
the  third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just 
passed. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 
There  was  no  objection. 


WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND 
FLOOD  PREVENTION  ACT 

ie  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  communication,  which  was 
read  \jy  the  Clerk  and,  with  accompany¬ 
ing  papers,  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations: 

March  31,  1958. 

Hon.  SamVRayburn, 

The  Speaker, 

Uiiteed  States  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  seckon  2  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as 
amended,  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  has 
today  considered  *^he  work  plans  transmitted 
to  you  by  Executive  Communication  1698 
and  referred  to  tilts  committee  and  unani¬ 
mously  approved  e^ch  of  such  plans.  The 
work  plans  involved  are:  Zuber  Draw,  N. 
Mex.;  Cowaselon  Creek,  N.  Y.;  Little  Deep 
Fork  Creek,  Okla.;  MN1  Creek,  Wis. 

Copies  of  the  resolutions  are  attached. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE'PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  frqm  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  was  communi¬ 
cated  to  the  House  by  Mr.\Ratchford, 
one  of  his  secretaries. 


PERSONAL  ANNOUNC 

(Mr.  DIGGS  asked  and  was  givten  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  Nfor  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  DIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  that 
the  Record  show  that  had  I  been  Mere 
this  morning  I  would  have  voted  “y 
on  rollcall  No.  38  in  connection  wi 
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thk  Civil  Rights  Commission.  I  was  de¬ 
tained  because  of  official  business  and 
couldNaot  arrive  in  time. 


ADVERSk  EFFECTS  OF  IMPORTED 
JAPANESE  PLYWOOD 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  previous 
order  of  the  H&tuse,  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [MIL  MackJ  is  recognized 
for  60  minutes.  \ 

(Mr.  MACK  of  Washington  asked  and 
was  given  permission^  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.)  \ 

Mr.  MACK  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  yesterday  \when  I  was 
granted  a  special  order  ofN60  minutes  I 
telephoned  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Porter]  and  told  him  I ‘was  going 
to  take  a  position  on  the  floch;  of  the 
House  today  in  opposition  to  statements 
he  had  made  during  a  discussion \f  the 
plywood  employment  situation  in\the 
Northwest.  I  am  very  happy  to  notice 
that  the  gentleman  from  Oregon  is  here 
to  listen  to  my  remarks.  I  shall  provide 
him  time  to  make  such  answer  to  my 
speech  as  he  wishes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Porter]  on  March  27,  1958 
made  what  seemed  to  me  a  most  amaz¬ 
ing  speech.  In  that  speech,  as  reported 
in  the  Congressional  Record,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Porter]  said 
that  the  vast  quantities  of  plywood 
which  now  are  pouring  into  the  United 
States,  shipload  after  shipload  from 
Japan  have  had  no  appreciable  effect  on 
the  employment  or  prosperity  of  the 
plywood  workers  of  Oregon  or  Wash¬ 
ington. 

Plywood  imports  from  Japan  in¬ 
creased  from  13  million  square  feet  in 
1951  to  686  million  square  feet  last 
year — a  fifty-two-fold  increase.  In  short, 
there  came  into  the  United  States  every 
average  week  in  1957  as  much  Japanese 
plywood  as  was  imported  from  Japan 
in  the  entire  year  of  1951. 

The  686  million  square  feet  of  ply¬ 
wood  which  came  into  the  United  States 
last  year  from  Japan  had  a  wholesale 
value  of  about  $60  million  and  was  the 
equivalent  of  the  output  of  12  large  ply¬ 
wood  plants  employing  5,000  people. 
The  gentleman  from  Oregon’s  claim 
that  these  vast  imports  of  plywood  has 
not  affected  the  employment  or  income 
of  Pacific  Northwest  plywood  worken/is 
beyond  my  comprehension.  / 

The  gentleman  from  Oregon’s  lack  of 
concern  over  the  vast  and  growing  im¬ 
ports  of  Japanese  plywood  thal/Cre  com¬ 
ing  into  the  United  States,  1  am  sure, 
is  not  shared  by  the  vast  majority  of  the 
people  of  his  State  or  of  mifie. 

For  example,  I  repeatedly  have  re¬ 
ceived  resolutions  from/the  Lumber  and 
Sawmill  Workers,  AFL-CIO,  which  is 
the  bargaining  agency  for  thousands 
of  Oregon- Washington  plywood  union 
workers,  declaring  that  these  Japanese 
plywood  import/  are  putting  large  num¬ 
bers  of  their  union  members  out  of  work 
and  curtailing  the  income  of  union 
workers.  ^These  union  resolutions  in¬ 
variably  /have  expressed  concern  over 
these  growing  foreign  plywood  imports 
upon  the  employment  and  earnings  of 
theimnembers,  and  urged  either  quotas 
or  tariffs  as  a  means  of  relief. 


At  a  convention  in  Spokane,  Wash., 
of  the  Oregon- Washington  and  Idaho 
members  of  this  woodworkers  union  the 
delegates  declared  that  Japan  is  buying 
logs  from  Russia,  making  cores  for  ply¬ 
wood  from  these  logs  and  expressed  the 
fear  that  plywood  made  from  these 
Soviet  logs  is.  among  the  plywood  now 
coming  into  the  United  States  at  the 
rate  of  $60  million  a  year. 

Many  editors  of  Oregon  and  Washing¬ 
ton,  especially  those  of  communities 
where  plywood  industries  are  situated, 
have  written  editorials  calling  these 
growing  imports  of  plywood  a  menace  to 
the  economy  of  their  communities  and 
of  the  entire  Pacific  Northwest. 

The  gentleman  from  Oregon  in  his 
speech  of  March  27  said  in  effect  that 
the  labor  leaders  of  the  plywood  unions 
of  his  State  and  mine  and  that  the  edi¬ 
tors  of  Oregon  and  Washington  who 
write  editorials  deploring  plywood  im¬ 
ports  and  asking  their  curtailment  do 
not  know  what  they  are  talking  about 
or  what  they  are  writing  about.  The 
^gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Porter] 
m  his  speech  said  these  editors  and  labor 
leVlers — he  called  them  labor  execu¬ 
tive^— have  been  confused  by  the  mas/ 
sive  propaganda  campaign  of  misinfor¬ 
mations  conducted  by  the  highly  paid 
lobbyist/and  publicity  people  of  the  ply¬ 
wood  industry.  The  gentleman  regards 
reports  thdst  workers  have  beery  injured 
by  plywood  imports  as  a  myth  /nd  seems 
to  think  Northwest  editors /‘when  they 
urge  legislations^)  curtail  .plywood  im¬ 
ports  are  fighting  an  im/ginary  threat 
not  a  real  one.  \  / 

At  the  conclusion  bf/ny  remarks  I  will 
place  in  the  Record  the  full  texts  of  let¬ 
ters  and  resolutions/  have  received  from 
unions  protesting  FgainsVthe  heavy  rate 
of  Japanese  im/orts  and  .  urging  their 
curtailment,  if  also,  will  place  in  the 
Record  copie/of  a  few  of  nun^erous  edi¬ 
torials  published  by  newspaper;  of  my 
area  on  what  Japanese  plywood'imports 
are  doing  to  the  employment  andypros- 
perity  pftheir  communities.  \ 

In  a  letter  to  me  from  the  officers  of 
the  /Puget  Sound  District  Council  of 
Lumber  &  Sawmill  Workers,  CIO-AFL;, 
who  say  they  represent  20.000  workers  in 
/he  forest-products  industry,  they  re¬ 
quest  that  you  exercise  every  effort  at 
your  command  to  seek  a  quota  on  ply¬ 
wood  imports. 

I  was  amazed  by  a  statement  of  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Porter]  in. 
his  speech  in  which  he  said  he  had  re¬ 
ceived  only  two  protests  from  his  State 
about  the  imports  of  plywood  from 
Japan.  I  have  received  hundreds  of  such 
protests  from  plywood  workers  and  their 
wives  of  my  district.  One  of  the  protests 
he  received  he  said  came  from  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Central  Committee  of  Grants  Pass 
and  the  other  from  a  vice  president  of 
the  Georgia  Pacific  Plywood  Corp. 

The  Oregonian,  of  Portland,  Oreg.,  in 
a  news  story  says  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Porter]  “rejected  the  plea 
of  the  Grants  Pass  party  organization,” 
meaning  the  pleas  for  relief  from  Japan 
plywood  imports  asked  by  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Central  Committee  of  Grants  Pass, 
Oreg. 

In  his  speech  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  said  he  rejected  claims  of  the 


Georgia  Pacific  Corp.  that  hardwood  ply-  / 
wood  was  in  any  way  competitive  withf 
Pacific  Northwest  softwood  plywood.  / 

The  gentleman  from  Oregon  in  his/et- 
ter  to  the  Georgia  Pacific  Plywood  .Corp. 
said  that  no  hardwood  plywood  is  pro¬ 
duced  in  his,  Mr.  Porter’s,  district.  And 
as  to  obtaining  relief  from  hardwood  im¬ 
ports  that  “it  is,  unfortunately,  not  my 
problem.”  / 

The  gentleman  from  /Oregon  [Mr. 
Porter]  said  he  is  convinced  that  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  hardwood  plywood  imports  from 
Japan,  even  though  these  now  total  686 
million  square  feet /  year,  valued  at  $60 
million,  have  a  negligible  effect  on  the 
softwood  plywoqd  industry  of  the  Pacific 
coast.  / 

It  is  admit/3  by  everyone  that  the  ply¬ 
wood  produced  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
is  mostly  softwood  plywood  and  that  the 
plywood/being  shipped  into  the  United 
States /y  Japan  is  mostly  hardwood  ply¬ 
wood/  The  gentleman  says  there  is  little 
or  ho  competition  between  the  two 
sp/cies. 

7l  think  the  gentleman  is  mistaken. 
''The  Western  Council  of  Lumber  & 
Sawmill  Workers,  AFL-CIO,  thinks  he  a 
is  mistaken  for  in  a  resolution  adopted  | 
at  its  Seattle  convention  this  powerful 
union  group,  in  whose  membership  are 
thousands  of  plywood  workers,  said: 

That  because  of  these  Japanese  plywood 
imports  there  are  a  great  many  jobs  lost  to 
the  economy  of  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

The  newspaper  editors,  as  far  as  I  can 
ascertain,  of  plywood  producing  com¬ 
munities,  without  exception,  think  the 
gentleman  mistaken. 

The  Vancouver  Columbian,  one  of  the 
largest  dailies  in  my  district  in  a  typical 
editorial  on  the  plywood  situation  said: 

The  troubles  that  are  plaguing  the  plywood 
Industry  here  and  in  other  parts  of  the 
Northwest  certainly  aren’t  ameliorated  by 
the  large  amount  of  plywood  being  imported 
from  Japan.  Although  most  of  the  import 
its  hardwood  plywood,  whereas  our  mills 
here  produce  softwood  plywood,  the  depres¬ 
sing  effect  on  the  market  is  the  same. 

The  Aberdeen  World,  of  Aberdeen, 
Wash.,  which  is  in  the  center  of  what  is  | 
.probably  the  largest  plywood  producing 
itrea  of  the  Nation  in  an  editorial  said: 

We  fought  a  war  against  Japan  that  Japan 
started.  After  our  victory  we  gave  of  our 
resembles  and  knowledge  to  the  Japanese 
to  put'  them  back  on  their  feet.  We  are 
under  no%  necessity  to  open  our  markets  to 
them  now\on  an  unregulated  basis  such  as 
they  have  been  enjoying  to  the  detriment 
of  our  own  porkers.  Even  the  free  traders 
in  Congress  should  support  Mr.  Mack's  efforts 
to  place  Japane&g  imports  on  a  quota  basis. 
That  is  needed  tor  the  protection  of  our 
workers  and  industries. 

The  editorials  fnsim  which  these  ex¬ 
tracts  were  taken,  and  several  other  edi¬ 
torials  of  similar  vein,  will  appear  in 
full  at  the  conclusion  of' my  remarks. 

At  the  very  time  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Porter]  was\ making  the 
speech  defending  imports  plywood 
from  Japan,  scores  of  the  plywood  plants 
in  his  State  and  mine,  judging  bV  a  news 
article  I  saw  in  the  Portland  Oregonian, 
were  down  or  operating  only  part\ime. 

In  the  very  month — March  1958-Athe 
gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Porter] 
was  saying  hardwood  plywood  imports 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  2, 1958 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1959,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production  and  utilization,  to  control  and  eradicate 
pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related 
inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  in¬ 
spection:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $75,000  of  the  appro¬ 
priations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  employment  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  : 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and 
the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two,  of  which  one  shall  be 
for  replacement  only:  Provided  further,  That  appropria¬ 
tions  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration, 
and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  other¬ 
wise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building 
(except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $10,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be  constructed  or 
improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost 
of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
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1  exceed  $3,750  or  4  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 

2  whichever  is  greater : 

3  Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro- 

4  duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  and  related 

5  research  and  services,  including  administration  of  payments 

6  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations;  $58,444,890: 

7  Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not 

8  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the 

9  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.  S.  0.  113a)  ; 

10  Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera- 

11  tions  and  measures  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant 

12  and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspection, 

13  quarantine  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law; 

14  $41,732,000,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be  apportioned  foi¬ 
ls  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 

16  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant 

17  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 

18  conditions; 

19  Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws 

20  relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  meat-food  products, 

21  and  poultry,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  re- 

22  lating  to  process  or  renovated  butter;  $24,326,000. 

23  STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

24  Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 

25  For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry 
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into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March 
2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955 
(7  U.  S.  C.  361a— 361i) ,  including  administration  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  $29,853,708;  and 
payments  authorized  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946 
(7  U.  S.  C.  1623),  $500,000;  in  all,  $30,353,708. 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural 
experiment  stations,  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of 
1887,  as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 

Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the  ar¬ 
rest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuro-pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infec¬ 
tious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 
diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and 
rinderpest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29, 
1884,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  391;  21  U.  S.  O.  111-122), 
including  expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act 
of  February  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from 
other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  cor¬ 
porations,  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he 
may  deem  necessary,  but  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  for 
eradication  of  vesicular  exanthema  of  swine,  to  be  available 
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only  in  an  emergency  which  threatens  the  livestock  or 
poultry  industry  of  the  country,  and  any  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  subject 
to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and 
expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service”. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
For  payments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work 
under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June 
26,  1953  (7  U.  S.  C.  341-348) ,  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955  (7  U.  S.  C.  347a),  $49,220,000;  and  payments  and 
contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204  (b)  —205  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1623- 
1624),  $1,495,000;  in  all,  $50,715,000:  Provided,  That 
funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of 
the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State, 
Hawaii,  Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an 
equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources  for  expenditure  during 
the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of 
employer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative 
extension  employees,  $5,479,375. 
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1  Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  coopera- 

2  tive  extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors, 

3  $1,868,480. 

4  Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 

5  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 

6  (7  U.  S.  C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955 

7  (7  U.  S.  C.  347a) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural 

8  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627),  and  to 

9  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension 

10  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States,  Territories, 

11  and  insular  possessions,  $2,096,540. 

12  FaEMEE  COOPEEATIYE  SeEVICE 

13  SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

14  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  Juty  2, 

15  1926  (7  U.  S.  C.  451-457) ,  $578,000. 

16  Soil  Conseevation  Sebvice 

17  CONSEEVATION  OPEBATIONS 

18  For  necessaty  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 

19  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  O.  590a-590f) , 

20  including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establish- 

21  ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm 

22  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as 

23  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reser- 

24  voirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 

25  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase 
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3  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings:  and 

2  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft;  $74,780,000: 

3  Provided ,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur- 

4  chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of 

5  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connect- 

6  ing  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of 

7  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased 

8  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  eight 

9  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 

10  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improve- 

11  ments  to  other  existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500 

12  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to 

13  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part 

14  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction 

15  of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government: 

16  Provided  further,  That  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the 

17  State  has  established  a  central  State  agency  authorized  to 

18  enter  into  agreements  with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its 

19  agencies  on  policies  and  general  programs  for  the  saving  of 

20  its  soil  by  the  extension  of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conserva- 

21  tion  district  in  such  State,  the  agreements  made  by  or  on 

22  behalf  of  the  United  States  with  any  such  soil  conservation 

23  district  shall  have  the  prior  approval  of  such  central  State 

24  agency  before  they  shall  become  effective  as  to  such  district : 

25  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be. 
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expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  0.  590a^590f) ,  in 
demonstration  projects :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$5,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  TJ.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  IT.  S.  0.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That 
qualified  local  engineers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at 
per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  planning  work  of 
the  service. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use 
of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.  S.  (J.  1001-1007) ,  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $25,500,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro¬ 
priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  purposes:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  TJ,  S,  0, 
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1  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 

2  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a). 

3  FLOOD  PREVENTION 

4  For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 

5  Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.  S.  C.  701- 

6  709),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance 

7  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the 

8  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement,  including 

9  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 

10  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 

11  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  hy  section  15  of  the 

12  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  to  remain  avail- 

13  able  until  expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which  shall  be 

14  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  ap- 

15  propriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  pre- 

16  vention  purposes:  Provided ,  That  no  part  of  such  funds 

17  shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and 

18  Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of 

19  the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which 

20  such  lands  are  situated. 

21  WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 

22  For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 

23  Department  under  the  Acts  of  August  11,  1939,  and  October 

24  14,  1940  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y-z-10) ,  as  amended  and  supple- 

II.  R.  11767 - 2 
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mented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277),  and  September 
6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  0.  1033-39),  relating  to  water  con¬ 
servation  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $335,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged  with 
the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated 
to  said  Department  for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16  (b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.  S.  C. 
590p),  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a) ,  and  17  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved 
February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590g-590 
(o) ,  590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000 
for  the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such 
displays  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within 
the  United  States;  $235,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
December  31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 
conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
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Appropriation  Act,  1958,  carried  out  during  the  period  July 
1,  1957,  to  December  31,  1958,  inclusive:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $24,698,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under 
this  head  shall  be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
for  administrative  expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program, 
the  cost  of  aerial  photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged 
to  such  limitation;  but  not  more  than  $5,025,800  shall  be 
transferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative 
expenses,  section  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938”:  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein 
appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses 
of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any  State  infor¬ 
mation  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answer¬ 
ing  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the  county 
level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further,  That  such 
amounts  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in 
connection  with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the 
1959  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended 
(amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  administration,  and 
no  participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where 
the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to 
cany  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve 
the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided 
further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation 
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1  for  the  1959  agricultural  conservation  program  for  any 

2  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  com- 

3  mittee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld 

4  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of 

5  its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricul- 

6  tural  conservation  program  in  the  participating  counties, 

7  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 

8  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in 

9  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of 

10  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  commit- 

11  tee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to 

12  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the 

13  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided 

14  further,  That  for  the  1959  program  $2,500,000  shall  be 

15  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carry- 

16  ing  out  agricultural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,000 

17  shall  be  available  for  conservation  practices  related  di- 

18  rectly  to  flood  prevention  work  in  approved  watersheds: 

19  Provided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available 

20  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any 

21  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and 

22  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid 

23  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the 

24  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for  herein:  Provided 

25  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the  De- 
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partment,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other 
agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be 
used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or 
travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of 
violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious 
political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended, 
or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  vio¬ 
lated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  per¬ 
sonal  services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in 
any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any 
legislation  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  re¬ 
quest  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper  official 
channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  * 
including  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith:  Provided,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.  S.  C.  565a  for 
the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  im- 
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provements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of 
erecting  any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except 
for  two  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost 
not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  3 
per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  re¬ 
search  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  and  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  $14,095,000:  Provided,  That  not 
less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  con¬ 
duct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer 
and  the  consumer:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the 
funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  any  expense 
incident  to  ascertaining,  collating,  or  publishing  a  report 
stating  the  intention  of  farmers  as  to  the  acreage  to  be 
planted  in  cotton,  or  for  estimates  of  apple  production  for 
other  than  the  commercial  crop ; 

Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordination 
of  payments  to  States,  $14,097,000,  including  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50 
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3  per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to 

2  exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 

3  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C. 

4  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 

5  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a) 

6  to  201  (d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

7  ment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.  S.  C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of 

8  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

9  PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 

10  For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 

11  and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  market- 

12  ing  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 

13  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1623  (b)  ) ,  $1,160,000. 

14  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

15  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 

16  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  0.  1751-1760) , 
II  $100,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 

18  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said 

19  Act:  Provided  further,  That  $55,000,000  shall  be  trans- 

20  ferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  sec- 

21  tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and 

22  distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pur- 

23  suant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  such 

24  additional  funds  to  he  used  for  the  general  purposes  of 

25  section  32. 


10 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.  S.  C.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling 
the  Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the 
Department  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work, 
including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allow¬ 
ances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act 
approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.  S.  C.  1766),  $4,002,300: 
Provided,  That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained 
in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete 
information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move 
farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  C.  l-17a) ,  $832,000. 

Soil  Bank  Programs 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814), 
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$250,000,000:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  which  not 
less  than  $12,000,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  account  “Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938” :  Provided  further ,  That  no  part 
of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  with 
producers  which  together  with  contracts  already  entered  into 
would  require  payments  to  producers  (including  the  cost  of 
materials  and  services)  in  excess  of  $300,000,000  in  any 
calendar  year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limitation, 
practice  payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first  year  of  the 
contract  period:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  these 
funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the 
law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading 
limits  on  annual  payments  to  participants :  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract 
where  payments  are  made  for  land  rental  at  rates  in  excess 
of  20  per  centum  of  the  current  value  of  the  land  rented  or 
where  payments  are  made  for  conservation  practices  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  average  rate  for  comparable  practices  under  the 
agricultural  conservation  program. 

ACREAGE  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  an  acreage  reserve 
program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subtitles  A 
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1  and  0  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1821-1824  and 

2  1802-1814),  $330,000,000:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed 

3  $13,000,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 

4  be  available  for  administrative  expenses:  Provided  further, 

5  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  formulate 

6  and  administer  an  acreage  reserve  program  with  respect  to 

7  the  1959  crops. 

8  Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

9  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

10  For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  acre- 

11  age  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant  to 

12  provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

13  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1301-1393),  $39,715,000, 

14  of  which  not  more  than  $6,380,100  shall  be  transferred  to 

15  '  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 

16  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

17  SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

18  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 

19  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.  S.  C.  1101-1161), 

20  $71,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 

21  succeeding  fiscal  year :  Provided,  That  expenditures  (includ- 

22  ing  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  pay- 

23  ments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,124,500. 
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Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  901-924) , 
as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act  as  follows:  Rural  elec¬ 
trification  program,  $300,000,000;  and  rural  telephone 
program,  $60,000,000;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to 
exceed  $25,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be  borrowed 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such 
amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1959  under  the  then 
existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  rural  electrification  program  and  rural  telephone 
program. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed  $500 
for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed  $150,000 
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for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  0.  574) ,  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  O.  55a) ,  $9,019,000. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and 
the  related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1000-1031)  ; 
the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1001,  note;  31  U.  S.  O.  82h;  12  U.  S.  O.  371;  35  D.  C. 
Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946 
(40  H.  S.  C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as 
amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  facilities  for  water  storage  and  utilization  in  the 
arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United  States;  the  provisions 
of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42 
U.  S.  C.  1471-1483),  relating  to  financial  assistance  for 
farm  housing;  the  Bural  Behabilitation  Corporation  Trust 
Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.  S.  C. 
440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to  farmers,  1948  flood  damage” 
in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans 
to  farmers,  property  damage”  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949 
(63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting  and  servicing  of  credit  sales 
and  development  accounts  in  water  conservation  and  utili¬ 
zation  projects  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  as  amended  and  sup- 
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plemented  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y,  z — 1  and  z — 10)  ;  and  the 
Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain 
mineral  interests,  approved  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  0. 
1033-1039) ,  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 
preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made 
from  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 
amended)  :  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bank- 
head- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000, 
of  which  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to 
States  and  Territories  without  regard  to  farm  population 
and  prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  other¬ 
wise  distributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and 
to  entrymen  on  unpatented  public  land ;  title  II  of  the  Bank- 
head- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000; 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $5,500,000: 
Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts 
shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under 
this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 
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1  Act,  1952:  Provided  further,  That  an  additional  amount, 

2  not  to  exceed  $20,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same 

3  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is 

4  required  during  fiscal  year  1959  under  the  then  existing 

5  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the 

6  loan  program  under  title  II  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Barm 

7  Tenant  Act,  as  amended. 

8  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

9  For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 

10  mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 

11  prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to 

12  Farmers’  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative 

13  expenses,  $29,089,500,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to 

14  exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 

15  charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of 

16  section  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 

17  amended  (7  U.  S.  O.  1005  (b)  ) ,  and  section  10  (c)  of 

18  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 

19  Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

20  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

21  For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 

22  dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 

23  service,  $2,943,000. 
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Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical 
and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture;  $2,- 
668,895:  Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  re¬ 
imbursed  from  applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses 
incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.  S.  C.  1001) . 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized 
by  Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,359,265,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
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equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.  S.  C.  417)  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  thirty  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty  copies  for 
the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part 
2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Year¬ 
book  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act 
of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.  S.  0.  241)  :  Provided,  That 
in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the 
Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
IT.  S.  C.  55a) . 

Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  mem¬ 
bership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications 
to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to 
subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $772,000. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor- 
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poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget 
for  the  fiscal  year  1959  for  such  corporation  or  agency, 
except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 
Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  administrative  and 
operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 
To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 
1957,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938, 
as  amended  (15  U.  S.  C.  713a-l),  $1,760,399,886. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided ,  That 
not  to  exceed  $35,398,000  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further ,  That 
$1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only  to 
expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s 
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1  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum 

2  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  appor- 

3  tioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 

4  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  time 

5  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations: 

6  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including 

7  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee 

8  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in  connec- 

9  tion  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improve- 
10  inent,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property  be¬ 
ll  longing  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 

12  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 

13  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 

14  hereof. 

15  TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 
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Farm  Credit  Administration 
Not  to  exceed  $2,125,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation 
of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
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to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquida¬ 
tion  shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  he  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

Federal  Intermediate  Credit  Banks 
Not  to  exceed  $1,693,000  (to  be  computed  on  an 
accrual  basis)  of  the  funds  of  the  banks  shall  be  available 
for  administrative  expenses  for  the  six  months  ending  De¬ 
cember  31,  1958,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  and  serv¬ 
ices  performed  for  the  banks  by  other  Government  agencies 
(except  services  and  facilities  furnished  and  examinations 
made  by  the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  and  services  per¬ 
formed  by  any  Federal  Beserve  bank  and  by  the  United 
States  Treasury  in  connection  with  the  financial  transactions 
of  the  banks)  ;  and  said  total  sum  shall  be  exclusive  of 
interest  expense,  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a 
contract  or  fee  basis,  and  expenses  in  connection  with  the 
acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  protection, 
or  disposition  of  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the 
banks  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed 
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466  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which  462  shall  be  for  re¬ 
placement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.  S.  C.  2131). 

Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee, 
or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission, 
or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  predic¬ 
tion,  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage 
threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to 
future  prices  of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au- 
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1  thorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  and  July  28,  1954 

2  (7  U.  S.  C.  427,  1621-1629),  shall  be  available  for  con- 

3  tracting  in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

4  Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 

5  Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any 

6  corporation  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 

7  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legis- 

8  lation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1959”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  1,  1958. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 


April  2,  1958 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  subcommittee  ordered  'fcep/rted  agricultural  appropriation  bill. 

Senate  committee  ordered  reported  area  redevelopment  bill.  Senate  referred  to 
Agriculture  Committee  President’s  veto  message  on  price  support  freeze  measure. 
Sen.  Johnston  urged  expanded  REA  prograi/f  Hous^  committee  approved  classified  em- 
loyee  pay  bill. 


HOUSE 

1.  PAY  RAISE.  The  "Daily  Dig^t"  states  that  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee : 

"Approved  legislation  to  provide  a  10-percent  saiarV  increase  for 
1,032,236  Federal  employees  by  amending  Senate-passed  bill  S.  734.  The 
salary  increase  applies  to  employees  in  the  classified  service,  Foreign 
Service,  Veterans’  Administration  Department  of  Medicine  anX  Surgery, 
and  the  legislative  and  judicial  branches.  Every  employee  will  receive 
a  10-percent/increase  in  his  present  salary.  This  legislat ion\lso  au¬ 
thorizes  corresponding  increases  in  the  salaries  of  Federal  and  District 
of  Columhia  employees  whose  rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  administra¬ 
tively  according  to  law.  The  salary  increases  generally  will  be  retro¬ 
actively  effective  as  of  the  first  pay  period  which  began  on  or  after 
Janiyrcy  1,  1958.  Cost,  $535,848,749  annually."  p.  D318 

The^'Daily  Digest"  also  states  that  conferees  met  on  H.  R.  5836,  the  postal 
rate/and  pay  increase  bill,  "but  did  not  reach  final  agreement,  and  will  meet 
ag^on  on  Monday,  April  21."  p.  D319 
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2. 

FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Gubser  spoke  in  favor  of  continuing  the  foreign  aid  program, 
stating  that  "foreign  aid  is  a  sound  investment  on  the  part  of  the  America/ 
people  from  both  a  military  and  an  economic  point  of  view."  pp.  5980-82  / 

3. 

TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  Several  Representatives  discussed  the  merits  of  extending 
the  reciprocal  trade  program,  pp.  5S34-6009  / 

4. 

SMALL  BUSINESS.  Rep.  Patman  spoke  in  favor  of  legislation  to  create:  a  Small 
Business  Capital  Bank  System  to  aid  small  businesses  and  inserted  Mass. 
Governor  Furcolo's  recent  testimony  favoring  such  legislation,  /pp.  6009-10 

5. 

RECLAMATION.  Bofcji  Houses  received  from  Interior  a  copy  of  the/study,  "Financial 
and  Economic  Analysis,  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  and  Participating  Pro¬ 
jects,  February  1958";  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  pp.  5921, 

6015  \  / 

6. 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  the  consent  calendar  will  be 
called  Mon.,  Apr.  21.  p.  5972  / 

7. 

ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Apr.  P«  6015  / 

\  SENATE  / 

8. 

AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  The  Subcommittee  ordered  reported  with  amend¬ 

ments  H.  R.  11767,  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill,  to  the  full  Appropri¬ 
ation  Committee,  which  is  to  consider  the  bill  today,  Apr.  18.  p.  D315 

9. 

AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  ordered  reported  a 
clean  bill  to  provide,  in  HHFA,  authorization  for  designating  certain  areas 
as  industrial  or  rural  redevelopment /arenas,  with  $100  million  in  a  revolving 
fund,:  for  loans  to  rural  redevelopment  aleas,  and  other  funds  for  public 
facilities  grants  and  technical  assistances  and  with  vocational  training  and 
retraining  subsistence  payments  for  the  unemployed.  p.  D316 

10. 

PRICE  SUPPORTS;  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS;  FLOOD  CONTROL.  The  President's  veto  mes¬ 
sages  were  referred  to  committees  for  study  andNaction;  S.  Res.  162,  to  pro¬ 
hibit  reductions  in  price  supports  and  acreage  allotments,  to  the  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  Committee,  apd  s.  497,  the  rivers  ana\harbors  and  flood  control 
bill,  to  the  Public  Works  Committee.  Sens.  Johnson\  Knowland,  Thye,  Mansfield, 
Ellender,  Dirksen,  and/lroxmire  discussed  the  question  of  overriding  the 
vetoes  and  the  nature/of  the  economic  situation  today .\pp.  5918-21 

11. 

REA.  Sen.  Johnston /commended  the  work  of  REA  and  urged  that  its  program  be 
expanded  to  service  the  growing  demand  for  such  facilitiesNwhich,  he  stated, 
"doubled  every  ^to  7  years."  pp.  5946-7  \ 

12. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH.  /Sen.  Proxmire  urged  an  expanded  school  lunch  program  to  give 
adequate  food  to  children  and  dispose  of  our  over-abundant  suppMes.  He  in¬ 
serted  a  review  of  the  school  lunch  program  from  a  labor  magazines  pp.  5959- 
60  /  \ 

13. 

COUNTRY/LIFE.  Sen.  Aiken's  name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  3596,  to  es¬ 
tablish  a  Country  Life  Commission,  p.  5924  .  \ 

14. 

POULTRY  INSPECTION.  Sen.  Murray  commended  the  poultry  inspection  law  and  In¬ 
serted  a  statement  on  local  laws  and  ordinances  by  the  Public  Health  Ass'n. 
pp.  5938-41 

Hill  I f 
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No.  1438 

AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 
APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1959 


Aphjl  18,  1958.— Ordered  to  be  printed 
Filed  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  April  17,  1958 


Mr.  Russell,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  t ho 

following 


R  E  P  O  R  T 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  11767] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  11767)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1959,  and  for  other  purposes,  report  the  same  to  the  Senate 
with  various  amendments  and  present  herewith  information  relative 
to  the  changes  made: 

Amount  of  bill  as  passed  House  (direct  appropria¬ 


tions) -  - $3,216,988,539 

Amount  of  decrease  by  Senate  committee  (net) _  9.015.500 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate _  3,  207,  973.  039 

Amount  of  appropriations,  1958 _  5,  927,  231.  875 

Amount  of  estimates  for  1959 _  3,320,888.539 

The  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate: 

Under  the  appropriations  for  1958 _  _  2,719,258.836 

Under  the  estimates  for  1959 _  _  112,915.500 
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General  Statement 

The  amount  of  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  House  was  $3,216,988,539. 
The  Senate  committee  bill  is  in  the.  amount  of  $3,207,973,039,  a  net 
decrease  of  $9,015,500  under  the  House  bill.  The  bill  includes 
$1,447,573,153  for  regular  activities  and  $1,760,399,886  for  restora¬ 
tion  of  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

The  bill  shows  a  decrease  for  regular  and  corporation  appropria¬ 
tions  of  $2,719,258,836  under  1958  fiscal  year.  In  making  a  compari¬ 
son  between  total  agricultural  appropriations  for  1958  and  1959,  it 
should  be  noted  that  the.  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act, 
1958,  included  $2,235,388,118  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  1957  costs  incurred  of  $1,725,549,473  for  “special 
commodity  disposal  programs”  and  for  $489,500,000  for  soil  bank 
programs. 

Allocating  and  Reporting  of  Agricultural  Expenditures 

The  committee  does  not  feel  that  the  Department  performs  an 
adequate  job  of  allocating  and  reporting  on  program  expenditures. 
This  is  particularly  the  case  in  regard  to  price-support,  and  foreign  aid 
programs  administered  bv  the  Department.  Other  large  amounts 
should  be  classified  and  reported  as  consumer  benefits. 

The  committee  requests  the  Secretary  to  restudy  this  matter  and 
report  his  findings  and  recommendations  to  the  committee  early  in 
the  next  session  oi’  the  Congress. 


Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  committee’s  commendation 
of  the  county  committee  system,  and  again  desires  to  express  its 
opposition  to  any  program  which  would,  in  effect,  weaken  that  system. 
The  three  programs  so  administered  (agricultural  conservation  pay¬ 
ments,  the  Great  Plains  program,  and  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  soil  bank)  are  outgrowths  of  legislative,  provisions  designed 
to  reduce  production  of  surplus  price-supported  crops.  Under  no 
circumstances  should  the  functions  of  these  three  programs  be  com¬ 
bined,  either  for  purposes  of  administration  or  for  other  reasons,  with 
Department  programs  directed  primarily  at  permanent  or  long-term 
soil  conservation,  unless  specifically  authorized  by  Congress. 

Cotton  and  Other  Export  Subsidy  Programs 

The  House  committee  report  expressed  views  and  made  recom¬ 
mendations  on  program  policy  and  operations  which  the  committee 
feels  may  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  standing  Committees  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

The  departmental  officials  were  not  examined  by  this  committee 
with  regard  to  the  recommendations  in  the  House  report.  Officials 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  have  provided  members  of  the 
committee  with  the  Department’s  reaction  and  views  on  some  of 
these  items,  and  these  statements  are  printed  in  this  report  solely  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate.  The  statements  referred  to  follow: 

“The  report  of  the  House  Committee  on  Appropriations  on 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Adminis- 
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tration  appropriation  bill,  1959  (Rep.  No.  1584,  March  28, 
1958),  contains  the  following  statements  with  particular 
reference  to  cotton. 

Page  9:  “The  committee  therefore  insists  *  *  *  that  the 
sales  program  on  a  competitive  bid  basis — with  exports 
through  normal  trade  channels  be  continued,  whatever 
additional  programs  may  be  used  to  complement  such 
program.” 

Page  10:  “*  *  *  any  reclassing  which  should  be  in  order  in 
the  future  should  be  made  in  advance  of  sale  so  as  to  avoid 
payment  of  rebates.” 

Page  10:  “To  make  cotton  now  under  loan  and  in  CCC 
hands  available  for  export  at  the  earliest  possible  date,  the 
Department  is  directed  to  catalog,  prior  to  July  31,  1958, 
all  cotton  now  in  its  hands.” 

In  summary,  these  comments  indicate  it  to  be  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  Department  should  continue  to 
operate  a  competitive  bid  sales  for  export  program  along 
with  the  export  subsidy-in-kind  program  announced  by  the 
President  in  his  veto  message  on  Senate  Joint  Resolution  162 
on  March  31,  1958,  should  reclass  cotton  before  sale  rather 
than  after  sale,  and  should  catalog  all  cotton  now  under 
CCC  loan  or  owned  by  CCC  prior  to  July  31,  1958. 

Export  program 

The  President’s  announcement  on  March  31,  1958,  that 
there  would  be  placed  in  effect  an  export  program  for  cotton 
(and  also  for  corn  and  other  feed  grains)  similar  to  the  present 
export  program  on  wheat,  means  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  directed  to  place  in  effect  a  program  providing 
that  export  subsidies  on  cotton  (and  corn  and  other  feed 
grains)  will  be  paid  in  kind  rather  than  in  cash.  To  make 
such  a  program  effective,  it  is  necessary  that  CCC  have  an 
inventory  of  cotton  from  which  to  make  payments  in  kind. 
The  Corporation  now  has  available  for  sale  only  about  1% 
million  bales  of  cotton  and  it  holds  outstanding  loans  on 
approximately  3  million  bales.  Between  now  and  August  1, 
1958,  the  beginning  of  the  next  marketing  season,  it  is  antici¬ 
pated  that  some  of  the  cotton  on  hand  will  be  sold,  and  that 
there  will  be  substantial  quantities  of  loan  cotton  redeemed. 
This  will  not  leave  enough  cotton  to  operate  a  competitive 
sales  for  export  program  in  the  next  marketing  year  in  such  a 
manner  as  will  assure  the  ability  of  United  States  cotton 
exporters  to  obtain  their  fair  share  of  the  world  markets.  It 
was  for  this  reason  among  others  that  the  export  subsidy  pro¬ 
gram  was  ordered  by  the  President. 

While  a  dual  program,  that  is,  a  competitive  bid  sales  for 
export  program  combined  with  an  export  subsidy  program, 
could  physically  be  operated  it  would  have  several  serious 
disadvantages  and  is  not  recommended.  It  would  be  con¬ 
fusing  to  the  trade  and  woidd  be  expensive  to  administer. 
Further,  it  would  not  accomplish  one  of  the  major  benefits 
which  lias  resulted  from  the  operation  of  the  subsidy-in-kind 
export  program  for  wheat,  and  that  is,  the  elimination  of 
Government  sales  as  a  factor  in  the  market.  The  subsidy- 
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in-kind  program  places  the  full  market  in  the  hands  of  com¬ 
mercial  traders  and  moves  the  commodity  direct  from  the 
commercial  markets  to  the  export  trade  without  running  it 
through  CCC  hands.  Farmers  should  thereby  obtain 
broader  markets  and  substantial  price  benefits.  The 
subsidy-in-kind  program  directed  by  the  President  also  will 
permit  resumption  of  the  normal  operations  of  the  estab¬ 
lished  cotton  futures  markets  which  have  been  severely 
damaged  in  recent  years  by  the  concentration  of  cotton  sales 
activity  in  the  hands  of  the  Government. 

If  a  dual  program  were  inaugurated,  and  then  all  CCC 
cotton  were  disposed  of,  it  would  not  be  possible  to  continue 
a  subsidy-in-kind  export  program  as  directed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  A  change  in  the  program  would  result  in  further  con¬ 
fusion  both  in  administration  and  in  the  markets. 


Re  classing 

If  the  sales  program  were  continued,  it  would  not  be 
desirable  to  attempt  to  reclass  cotton  before  sales.  There  is 
no  way  to  determine  what  cotton  in  CCC  inventory  would  be 
purchased  by  exporters  at  any  given  time.  Cotton  merchants 
have  a  right  to  expect  cotton  they  buy  to  be  of  the  quality  it 
was  advertised  to  be  at  the  time  of  their  purchase.  The  task 
of  reclassing  all  cotton  in  CCC  inventory  would  be  so  great 
that  there  would  be  no  assurance  that  the  reclassification 
would  be  any  more  satisfactory  to  t he  purchaser  than  the 
original  classification  because  of  the  time  element  involved. 
Even  if  the  cotton  could  be  reclassed  immediately  prior 
to  the  sale,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  either  the 
classification  or  the  price  received  by  CCC  would  be  different 
than  if  the  cotton  were  reclassed  as  is  currently  done  under 
the  program. 

Catalog 

It  would  not  be  appropriate  to  catalog  the  cotton  until 
the  loans  mature.  To  do  otherwise  would  practically  pre¬ 
clude  producers  from  taking  advantage  of  the  strengthening 
cotton  market  by  redeeming  their  loans.  This  result  would 
be  the  same  whether  or  not  the  loans  were  called  in  advance 
of  maturity.  The  Department  should  not,  and  does  not 
plan  to  call  these  loans  prior  to  maturity.  (It  has  never 
been  done  in  the  case  of  cotton,  though  legally  possible.) 
Loans  are  still  available  to  producers  through  April  30,  and 
if  the  loans  were  to  be  called  in  time  to  have  the  cotton 
cataloged  by  July  31,  1958,  they  would  have  to  be  called 
as  of  May  31.  This  would  deprive  producers  of  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  in  June  and  July  to  redeem  their  loans  in  a  year  in 
which  it  appears  cotton  prices  might  make  redemption 
profitable  to  them. 

From  the  standpoint  of  administration,  it  is  practically 
a  necessity  that  CCC  take  title  to  the  cotton  before  a  catalog 
is  issued.  This  is  because  the  individual  loan  documents 
(notes,  loan  agreements,  and  warehouse  receipts)  are  main¬ 
tained  in  t  lie  custody  of  Federal  Reserve  banks  or  cooper¬ 
ative  associations  in  the  cotton-producing  areas  throughout 
the  United  States.  This  policy  has  been  followed  for  years 
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so  as  to  make  producers’  paper  more  accessible  to  them  in 
the  event  they  wish  to  redeem  their  cotton.  If  a  catalog 
were  to  be  made  of  cotton  in  loan  status,  it  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  concentrate  all  of  this  paper  on  3  million  bales  of 
cotton  in  the  New  Orleans  Commodity  Office.  This  would 
make  it  practically  impossible  for  the  loan  papers  of  any 
individual  producers  to  be  located  and  sent  to  them  if  they 
wished  to  redeem  their  loans.  It  would  create  a  costly 
administrative  workload  during  a  period  in  which  the  office 
is  not  geared  up  to  handle  it,  and  the  eventual  cost  of  the 
catalog  would  be  considerably  greater  than  it  would  be  if 
prepared  after  (’(’(’  acquires  title  to  the  cotton. 

COMBINED  COMPETITIVE  BID  SALES  AND  EXPORT  SUBSIDY 
PROGRAM  FOR  CORN  AND  OTHER  FEED  GRAINS 

The  report  of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  on  the 
agriculture  appropriation  bill  for  1959  argues  insistently  that 
competitive  bid  sales  for  export  on  not  only  cotton  but  other 
commodities  should  be  continued  if  export  subsidy  programs 
are  undertaken. 

If  this  advice  were  to  be  followed,  it  would  mean  that  the 
Department  would  have  to  continue  to  offer  for  sale  on  a 
competitive  bid  basis  for  export  not  only  cotton  but  also  corn 
and  other  feed  grains  while  at  the  same  time  carrying  out  the 
President’s  direction  in  his  veto  message  on  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  162  that  export  subsidies  in  kind  be  paid  on  these 
commodities. 

Such  a  combination  program  just  would  not  work  for  corn 
and  other  feed  grains.  CCC  stocks  of  these  grains  are  so 
large  that  an  export  subsidy  would  be  relatively  ineffective 
if  the  export  trade  had  to  compete  with  the  Government  for 
foreign  markets.  In  order  for  this  export  subsidy  program 
to  work,  the  trade  has  to  carry  stocks  which  it  can  export. 
If  the  trade  were  to  be  faced  with  the  huge  stocks  held  by 
CCC  for  export,  it  would  not  know  what  kind  of  a  position 
to  take.  These  uncertainties  would  certainly  add  up  to 
tremendous  confusion  and  probably  little  in  the  way  of 
beneficial  effects. 

Another  point  that  must  be  considered  is  that  supplies  of 
corn  and  other  feed  grains  in  Government  hands  not  only 
are  large,  but  they  are  widely  dispersed  over  the  country. 
Moreover,  they  are  fungible  commodities.  These  character¬ 
istics  of  the  commodity  cause  location  and  quality  factors  to 
be  of  great  importance,  and  with  the  preponderance  of  stocks 
in  Government  hands,  export  traders  would  have  little  chance 
to  compete  with  the  CCC  for  export  markets. 

One  of  the  major  objectives  for  the  subsidy-in-kind  pro¬ 
gram  directed  by  the  President  is  to  get  the  Government  out 
of  the  grain  business.  This  would  not  be  accomplished  with 
a  dual  program.  Not  only  would  the  Government  be  both 
selling  and  paying  subsidies  but  it  would  still  be  actively  ac¬ 
cumulating  inventories.  If  the  program  works  well,  farm 
prices  for  these  grains  should  be  strengthened,  making  CCC 
loan  operations  and  inventory  acquisitions  shrink.  It  will 
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benefit  both  the  trade  and  producers  and  should  result  in  less 
Government  costs  of  operating  the  price  support  program. 

There  are  no  bet  ter  grain  salesmen  alive  than  those  in  the 
commercial  export  business,  and  they  will  do  a  good  job  of 
maintaining  and  creating  foreign  markets  if  the  relatively 
simple  mechanism  of  an  export  subsidy  can  place  them  in 
competition  from  a  price  standpoint. 

The  subsidy-in-kind  program  for  wheat  has  worked  well. 
There  is  no  reason  to  believe  it  cannot  work  effectively  on 
corn  and  other  feed  grains  if  it  is  permitted  to  do  so.” 

TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural  Research  Service 


RESEARCH 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $59,362,390  fori 
research,  an  increase  of  $917,500  above  the  House  bill,  and  $1,382,500 
below  the  budget  estimates. 


UTILIZATION  RESEARCH 

The  budget  requested  increases  for  utilization  research  of  $4,600,000 
over  fiscal  1958,  of  which  the  House  approved  an  increase  ot  $2,300,000, 
which  is  the  amount  recommended  by  the  committee. 

In  addition  to  the  above  increases  in  appropriations,  the  budget 
proposed  to  utilize  $5,000,000  of  funds  available  under  Public  Law 
480  for  utilization  research  in  foreign  countries.  The  committee 
approves  the  proposed  use  of  these  funds  for  research  and  requests 
that  the  Department  report  to  the  committee  on  the  use  of  the  funds 
and  research  accomplishments  thereunder. 

The  total  funds  available,  in  this  bill,  for  utilization  research  exceed 
$20,000,000,  a  total  increase  over  fiscal  1958  of  $7,300,000. 


FARM  RESEARCH 

The  budget  estimate  also  proposed  to  make  certain  decreases  in 
farm  production  research  programs  amounting  to  $805,000.  Th< 
committee  concurs  in  the  House  action  to  continue  these  activities.. 

Within  the  amount  restored  for  the  National  Arboretum  the  com¬ 
mittee  expects  the  Department  to  proceed  with  the  preparation  of 
detailed  plans  and  specifications  for  facilities  and  other  improvements 
needed  to  fully  develop  the  Arboretum.  Then  if  a  public  buildings 
program  is  enacted  during  this  session  of  the  Congress,  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  construction  work  can  be  started  promptly,  or  based  upon 
new  plans  and  specifications  current  estimates  of  development  costs 
should  be  included  in  next  year’s  budget. 

During  the  hearings  on  this  bill  the  committee  received  a  number 
of  witnesses  who  urged  that  additional  funds  be  included  to  strengthen 
existing  research  programs  or  to  cope  with  new  problems.  The 
committee  recommends  that  some  of  these  items  which  it  considers 
most  needed  be  included.  The  following  recommended  increases 
amount  to  $917,500,  and  are  in  addition  to  recommendations  made 
by  the  House  Report  on  some  of  these  projects: 

(1)  $100,000  to  accelerate  research  on  the  boll  weevil,  in 
addition  to  the  House  proposal.  This  insect  has  caused 
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extensive  damage  to  cotton  for  many  years.  Present  con¬ 
trol  programs  arc  costly  and  often  ineffective.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  this  increase  to  immediately  strengthen 
research  efforts  and  to  enable  the  Department  to  review 
the  problems  of  the  boll  weevil.  It  is  requested  that  following 
such  review,  a  comprehensive  research  program  be  developed 
which  will  embody  the  proposed  needs,  including  plans  for 
necessary  facilities,  for  research  and  experimental  purposes. 

(2)  $75,000  for  staffing  the  soil  and  water  laboratory  in 
the  West  which  was  authorized  last  year.  The  construc¬ 
tion  of  this  facility  will  be  completed  shortly  after  January 
1,  1959,  and  with  the  funds  provided  herein  the  staffing  of 
key  personnel  for  the  facility  should  be  completed  during 
fiscal  1959. 

(3)  $125,000  for  rust  research  on  cereals,  principally  wheat 
and  rice,  in  addition  to  the  House  proposal. 

(4)  $75,000  each  for  sugar  cane,  and  Hoja  blanca  disease 
affecting  rice,  in  addition  to  the  House  proposal. 

(5)  $140,000  for  cold-hardiness  research  on  citrus.  This 
work  is  to  be  conducted  at  Orlando,  Fla.;  Indio,  Calif.;  and 
Weslaco,  Tex.;  in  cooperation  with  State  agricultural  experi¬ 
ment  stations  and  the  citrus  industry. 

(6)  $50,000  each  for  oats,  for  farm  electrification,  and  to 
initiate  research  on  the  "hotspot”  conditions  affecting  areas 
of  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley. 

(7)  $50,000  for  naval  stores  research. 

(8)  $25,000  each  for  research  on  barley,  flax,  small  fruit 
crops  in  the  Midwest,  and  for  vegetable  research  at  the  new 
laboratory  at  Weslaco,  Tex. 

(9)  $7,500  for  research  on  pear  decline,  thereby  making 
$20,000  available.  This  amount,  together  with  continued 
local  cooperation  and  private  financing,  should  provide  suffi¬ 
cient  financing  of  this  project  for  fiscal  1959. 

(10)  $20,000  for  dried  bean  research. 

The  committee  requests  the  Department  to  give  careful  considera¬ 
tion  to  these  and  other  farm  research  program  needs  in  future  budget 
requests. 

ADDITIONAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

The  committee  received  a  number  of  proposals  for  soil  and  water, 
and  other  research  facilities.  These  requests  have  merit  but  it  was 
decided  not  to  recommend  an}’  new  construction  items  in  the  bill. 

The  committee  requests  the  Department  to  make  a  study  of 
facility  needs  for  research  on  soil  and  water  problems  and  to  make  a 
report  to  the  committee  on  the  scope  of  research  results  to  be  expected, 
from  existing  facilities,  and  the  feasibility  of  additional  facilities. 
The  report,  to  be  made  to  the  committee  not  later  than  March  1, 
1959,  should  also  include  the  Department’s  recommended  priority^ 
and  procedure  to  be  followed  in  planning  and  authorizing  additional 
new  research  facilities,  for  all  major  research  programs. 

PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $47,132,000,  an 
increase  of  $5,400,000  over  the  House  bill  and  $5,000,000  above  the 
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budget  request,  which  is  a  total  increase  of  $17,050,000  over  fiscal 
1958  and  mostly  for  Brucellosis  eradication. 

The  budget  proposed  increases  of  $1,150,000  to  strengthen  foreign 
plant  quarantine,  customs  service  inspection,  and  the  screwworm 
eradication  program,  of  which  $750,000  was  approved  by  the  House, 
and  the  committee  recommends  $400,000  additional  to  restore  the 
full  amount  in  the  budget  estimate. 

BRUCELLOSIS  ERADICATION  PROGRAM 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $20,000,000  for 
this  program,  an  increase  of  $5,000,000  over  the  House  and  over  the 
budget  request.  / 

The  committee  recommends  a  direct  appropriation  for  the  Federal  > 
participation  in  Brucellosis  eradication.  It  notes  that  considerable 
progress  has  been  made  in  recent  years,  but  believes  the  proposed 
decrease  of  about  $7,000,000,  amounting  to  about  30  percent  reduc-  , 
tion,  may  retard  the  program  of  eradication.  The  recommended  f 
amount,  together  with  continued  State  and  local  participation,  should 
enable  the  program  in  fiscal  1959  to  continue  at  the  1958  level. 

MEAT  INSPECTION 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $17,326,000,  the 
budget  estimate  and  the  amount  in  the  House  bill,  which  is  an  increase 
of  $500,000  over  fiscal  1958. 

The  committee  was  requested  to  increase  this  item  by  several 
interested  persons  and  organizations.  It  is  understood  from  testi¬ 
mony  given  by  departmental  officials  that  additional  funds  will  be 
required,  and  requested  in  the  proposed  supplemental  for  fiscal  1959. 
Pending  this  study  by  the  Department  the  committee  does  not  recom¬ 
mend  additional  funds  at  this  time. 

POULTRY  INSPECTION 

The  House  bill  included  in  this  item  $7,000,000  for  poultry  inspection, 
by  transferring  the  amount  of  the  estimate  from  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service  and  by  recommending  a  combination  of  meat  and  ( 
poultry  inspection. 

The  committee  recommends  the  retention  of  poultry  inspection  in 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  as  proposed  in  the  budget  request, 
and  in  line  with  the  legislative  history  of  the  enactment  of  the  manda¬ 
tory  Poultry  Inspection  Act. 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  language  changes  and  the 
amount  inserted  by  the  House,  on  page  3,  lines  20-22,  be  stricken. 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  out,  insert: 

and  meat-food  products,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the 
laws  relating  to  process  or  renovated  butter;  $17 ,826,000 

State  Experiment  Stations 

An  appropriation  of  $31,553,708  is  recommended,  an  increase  of 
$1,200,000  over  the  House  allowance,  the  budget  estimate,  and  the 
amount  approved  for  fiscal  1958. 
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PENALTY  MAIL 

This  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $250,000  for 
penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations,  the  amount 
proposed  in  the  budget  estimate,  and  approved  by  the  House. 

Extension  Service 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $53,715,000,  an 
increase  of  $3,000,000  over  the  House  bill  and  the  budget  estimate. 

RETIREMENT  COSTS  FOR  EXTENSION  AGENTS 

The  committee  recommends  $5,479,375  for  mandatory  retirement 
costs,  the  amount  recommended  in  the  budget  estimate  and  approved 
by  the  House. 

PENALTY  MAIL 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,868,480  for 
penalty  mail  costs  of  State  extension  directors  and  county  agents. 
This  is  the  amount  proposed  in  the  budget  estimate  and  approved 
by  the  House,  and  is  $295,520  under  the  appropriation  for  fiscal  1958. 

FEDERAL  EXTENSION  SERVICE 

An  appropriation  of  $2,096,540  is  recommended,  the  amount  re¬ 
quested  in  the  budget  estimate  and  approved  by  the  House,  and  the 
amount  provided  in  fiscal  1958. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $578,000,  the 
budget  estimate,  the  amount  approved  by  the  House,  and  the  amount 
appropriated  in  fiscal  1958. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  recommendation  to  appro¬ 
priate  $74,780,000,  an  increase  of  $2,500,000  above  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate,  and  $2,235,000  above  the  appropriation  for  fiscal  1958. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $25,500,000,  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  an  increase  of  $1,500,000  over  the  revised 
budget  estimate,  and  the  same  amount  as  appropriated  in  fiscal  1958. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $18,000,000,  the 
revised  budget  estimate,  the  amount  in  the  House  bill,  and  an  increase 
of  $4,780,000  over  fiscal  1958. 

S.  Report  1438,  85-2 - 2 
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WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 

An  appropriation  of  $335,000  is  recommended.  This  is  the  amount 
proposed  in  the  budget  estimate,  the  amount  in  the  House  bill,  and 
$15,000  under  fiscal  1958. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

The  committee  recommends  $10,000,000,  the  amount  proposed  in 
the  budget,  the  amount  in  the  House  bill,  and  the  amount  provided 
in  fiscal  1958. 


Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $235,000,000,  to 
meet  the  commitments  to  participants  under  the  1958  program  au¬ 
thorization  of  $250,000,000.  This  is  the  amount  requested  in  the 
budget  estimate,  and  approved  by  the  House. 

The  committee  has  denied  the  Department’s  recommendation  to 
restore  the  budget  estimate  for  the  1959  advance  program  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $125,000,000,  a  decrease  of  $125,000,000.  The  committee 
concurs  in  the  House  action  to  approve  a  $250,000,000  authorization 
for  the  1959  program. 

In  view  of  repeated  efforts  by  departmental  officials  to  restrict  this 
program,  the  committee  recommends  that  the  following  proviso  be 
added  to  the  bill.  On  page  12,  line  5,  insert: 

:  Provided  further ,  That  no  change  shall  be  made  in  such  1959 
program  which  will  have  the  effect,  in  any  county,  of  restricting 
eligibility  requirements  or  cost-sharing  on  practices  included  in 
the  1958  program,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by  the  State 
committee. 

The  recommended  language  is  intended  to  preclude  changes  in  the 
1959  National  Program  Bulletin  which  would  have  the  effect  of  caus¬ 
ing  restrictions  or  limitations  on  practices  or  cost  sharing,  from  the 
1958  program,  except  for  changes  recommended  by  county  ASC  com¬ 
mittees  and  approved  by  the  respective  State  ASC  committee. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $14,287,000,  an 
increase  of  $192,000  over  the  House  bill  and  the  budget  request,  and 
an  increase  of  $170,300  over  fiscal  1958. 

The  increase  recommended  by  the  committee  is  to  provide  funds 
required  to  expand  the  Cattle  on  Feed  Reports  to  13  additional 
States,  and  to  provide  monthly  interim  statistics  to  supplement  these 
quarterly  reports. 

Marketing  services 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $21,272,000,  an 
increase  of  $75,000  over  the  budget  estimate,  and  $7,175,000  over  the 
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House  bill.  The  principal  increase  over  the  House  bill  is  $7,000,000 
for  poultry  inspection. 

The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $100,000  over  the  House 
for  administration  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  to  restore  the 
full  increase,  $225,000,  requested  in  the  budget. 

The  committee  also  recommends  extension  of  Wholesale  Meat 
Reports  to  Omaha  and  Denver  amounting  to  $18,000  annually;  to 
provide  Federal  Livestock  Market  News  Service  for  New  Mexico  and 
to  include  adjacent  areas  in  Texas,  Kansas,  and  Oklahoma,  at  a  cost  of 
$24,000,  for  a  category  I  marketing  area;  and  $33,000  for  strengthening 
wool  standardization  and  grading  work;  for  a  total  increase  of  $75,000 
for  these  items. 

The  attention  of  the  committee  has  been  called  to  the  need  for 
additional  funds  for  lettuce  and  vegetable  reporting  in  the  Southwest 
due  to  greatly  expanded  production.  The  Department  is  requested 
to  include  the  required  funds  in  an  estimate  in  connection  with  the 
proposed  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  1959,  if  the  cost  of  re¬ 
porting  these  new  areas  cannot  be  absorbed  within  the  funds  provided 
in  this  bill. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,160,000,  the 
budget  estimate,  amount  of  the  House  allowance,  and  the  appropria¬ 
tion  in  fiscal  1958. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $125,000,000,  an 
increase  of  $25,000,000,  over  the  budget  estimate  and  the  House  bill. 

An  increased  direct  appropriation  is  recommended  in  lieu  of  the 
proviso  inserted  by  the  House  to  use  section  32  funds  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  food  commodities.  The  Department  already  has 
ample  authority  to  provide  foods  acquired  under  section  32  programs 
to  the  school  lunch  program.  In  addition  it  has  authority  to  donate 
foods  under  section  416  authority,  and  it  uses  these  authorities. 

The  committee  is  concerned  with  the  amounts  donated  to  foreign 
countries  under  section  416  which  has  the  effect  of  decreasing  donations 
to  the  school  lunch,  and  other  domestic  programs.  The  committee 
urges  the  Department  to  give  the  school-lunch  program  first  priority 
and  make  certain  that  adequate  food  donations  are  made. 

The  committee  recommends  deletion  of  the  proviso  inserted  by 
the  House  as  follows: 

Page  16,  beginning  on  line  11,  strike  out  the  following  paragraph: 

:  Provided  further,  That  $55,000,000  shall  be  transferred  to 
this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  section  32 
of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  distribution 
of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to 
section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  such  additional 
funds  to  be  used  for  the  general  purposes  of  section  32. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $4,002,300,  the 
budget  estimate,  the  amount  in  the  House  bill,  and  the  amount  ap¬ 
propriated  in  fiscal  1958. 
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The  Department  is  directed  to  use  counterpart  funds  to  fill  the 
vacancies  urgently  needed  for  attaches  and  supporting  staff,  and 
should  use  these  funds  to  the  fullest  extent  possible  for  all  foreign 
expenditures. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $832,000,  the 
amount  in  the  estimate,  and  in  the  House  bill,  and  the  amount  pro¬ 
vided  for  fiscal  1958. 

Soil  Bank  Programs 


CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

An  appropriation  of  $200,000,000  is  recommended,  which  is 
$50,000,000  below  the  House  bill,  and  $150,000,000  below  the  budget 
estimate.  This  amount  is  an  increase  of  $37,060,000  over  the  amount 
appropriated  for  fiscal  1958.  Based  upon  information  provided  to 
the  committee,  this  amount  will  be  sufficient  to  pay  rental  and  prac¬ 
tice  costs  for  the  1958  signup,  and  for  prior  years. 


LIMITA1  ION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

The  committee  recommends  a  partial  restoration  of  the  limitation 
by  striking  out  $15,000,000,  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  $17,000,000,  an  increase  in  total  limitation  of  $2,000,000 
over  the  House  bill  but  $1,000,000  below  the  estimate.  The  com¬ 
mittee  also  recommends  full  restoration  of  the  amount  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  “Local  administration,  section  388,”  by  striking  out  $12,- 
000,000,  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  inserting  $13,500,000,  an 
increase  of  $1,500,000  as  requested  in  the  budget  estimate. 

AUTHORIZATION  FOR  1959  PROGRAM 

The  committee  recommends  a  1959  program  authorization  of 
$450,000,000,  an  increase  of  $150,000,000  over  the  House  bill,  and 
the  amount  proposed  in  the  budget  request. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  ANNUAL  AND  PRACTICE  PAYMENTS 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  following  proviso  in  the  House 
bill  on  page  18,  lines  9-15,  be  stricken: 

:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on 
any  contract  where  payments  are  made  for  land  rental  at 
rates  in  excess  of  20  per  centum  of  the  current  value  of  the 
land  rented  or  where  payments  are  made  for  conservation 
practices  in  excess  of  the  average  rate  for  comparable 
practices  under  the  agricultural  conservation  program. 

The  committee  shares  the  concern  of  the  House  over  high  rental 
payments  made  under  this  program  and  believes  that  careful  con¬ 
sideration  should  be  given  making  downward  adjustments.  In  lieu 
of  the  proviso  stricken  out  the  committee  recommends  insertion  of 
the  following  proviso,  which  requires  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
give  due  consideration  to  the  value  of  land  and  rental  value  thereon: 

:  Provided  further ,  That  in  determining  the  amount  of  rental 
payments  the  Secretary  shall  give  due  consideration  to  the  value 
of  the  land  and  the  rental  value  thereof. 
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ACREAGE  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $330,000,000,  the 
amount  in  the  House  bill,  the  budget  estimate,  and  $270,000,000  under 
the  appropriation  for  fiscal  1958. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 
ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $39,715,000.  This 
is  the  amount  proposed  in  the  budget  and  approved  by  the  House. 
This  decrease  of  $1,000,000  from  fiscal  1958  results  from  improved 
operating  methods  in  local  offices. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

sVFhe  committee  recommends  $70,000,000,  the  amount  proposed  in 
the  budget  estimate,  an  increase  of  $5,000,000  over  the  $71,000,000 
proposed  in  the  House  bill,  and  an  increase  of  $8,337,500  over  the 
amount  provided  in  fiscal  1958. 

Tire  funds  in  this  appropriation  are  used  to  make  mandatory  pay¬ 
ments  required  by  law  and  the  amount  recommended  will  enable  the 
Department  to  avoid  deferring  1958  crop  payments  until  fiscal  1960. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $6,376,700,  the 
amount  of  the  budget  request,  the  amount  approved  by  the  House, 
and  the  amount  provided  for  fiscal  1958. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  the  rural  electrification  program  the  committee  recommends 
an  authorization  of  $317,000,000,  an  increase  over  the  House  bill 
of  $17,000,000,  and  an  increase  over  the  budget  estimates  of 
$167,000,000. 

For  the  rural  telephone  program  the  committee  recommends  an 
authorization  of  $67,500,000,  an  increase  over  the  House  bill  of 
$7,500,000,  and  $11,500,000  over  the  budget  estimates. 

In  addition  a  $25,000,000  contingency  authorization  is  provided 
for  each  program,  as  approved  by  the  House. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration 
has  a  responsibility  for  assisting  and  promoting  rural  telephone 
cooperatives  where  necessary  to  secure  telephone  service  to  farmers. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $9,019,000,  the 
amount  proposed  in  the  budget,  and  approved  by  the  House,  and 
$11,950  under  the  amount  provided  in  fiscal  1958. 
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Farmers’  Home  Administration 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

The  committee  recommends  loan  authorizations  totaling  $209,- 
500,000,  and  in  addition  thereto  a  $20,000,000  contingency  authoriza¬ 
tion.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  authorized  by  the  House  bill,  and 
is  $34,500,000  over  the  consolidated  budget  estimate  of  $175,000,000; 
and  the  total  authorization  provided  in  fiscal  1958. 

The  committee  believes  the  contingency  authorization  approved 
by  the  House  is  too  restrictive,  in  that  use  of  the  $20,000,000  is 
limited  to  title  II,  farm  operating  loans.  The  committee  recom¬ 
mends  striking  the  House  language  on  page  23,  lines  1-7,  and  inserting  / 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  \ 

:  Provided  further ,  That  additional  amounts ,  not  to  exceed 
$ 20,000,000 ,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  to  the  extent  that  such  additional  amounts  are  required  / 
during  the  fiscal  year  1959,  under  the  then  existing  conditions, 
for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  these  programs. 

The  recommended  language  makes  the  contingency  authorization 
funds  available  for  any  one  or  all  loan  programs. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $29,089,500,  the 
amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimates,  approved  by  the  House, 
and  appropriated  in  fiscal  1958. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,043,000,  the 
amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate,  an  increase  of  $100,000  over  . 
the  House  bill,  and  $100,000  over  the  appropriation  for  fiscal  1958.  C 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

The  committee  recommends  $2,668,895,  the  amount  in  the  House  a 
bill,  an  increase  of  $8,235  over  the  estimate,  and  over  the  amount 
provided  in  fiscal  1958. 

Office  of  Information 

The  committee  recommends  $1,359,265,  the  amount  in  the  House 
bill,  and  $8,235  under  the  budget  estimates,  and  under  the  amount 
provided  in  fiscal  1958. 

Library 

An  appropriation  of  $772,000  is  recommended,  which  is  the  amount 
proposed  in  the  budget  and  in  the  House  bill,  and  the  same  amount  as 
provided  in  fiscal  1958. 
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TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 

ft  The  amount  of  $1,760,399,886,  which  is  the  budget  estimate  and 
amount  in  the  House  bill,  is  recommended  to  restore  the  capital 
impairment  of  the  Corporation  through  June  30,  1957.  This  repre¬ 
sents  an  increase  of  $520,611,215  over  the  amount  required  in  fiscal 
1958. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

The  committee  recommends  a  limitation  on  administrative  expenses 
of  $35,398,000,  the  amount  approved  by  the  House,  which  is  $702,000 
under  the  budget  estimate,  and  is  the  amount  provided  in  fiscal  1958. 

TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 

Farm  Credit  Administration 

CORPORATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSE  LIMITATIONS 

The  committee  recommends  administrative  expense  limitations  of 
$3,818,000  for  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  and  for  the  Federal 
intermediate  credit  banks  through  December  31,  1958,  after  which 
these  banks  will  not  be  subject  to  congressional  limitation,  pursuant 
to  the  Farm  Credit  Act,  1956. 

The  expense  limitations  recommended  are  in  the  amounts  as  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  budget  estimate  and  the  House  bill,  and  represent  a 
decrease  of  $1,757,000  under  fiscal  1958. 


PERMANENT  AUTHORIZATIONS 
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Calendar  No.  1463 

85th  CONGRESS  f  f  f)  t  ^7 

2d  Session  |£.  11/0/ 

[Report  No.  1438] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

ArRiL  2, 1958 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

April  18, 1958 

Reported,  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  April  17,  1958,  by  Mr. 

Russell,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1959,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  namely: 


I 


2 


1  DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 

2  TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 

3  Agricultural  Research  Service 

4  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

5  Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 

6  relating  to  production  and  utilization,  to  control  and  eradicate 

7  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related 

8  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  in- 

9  spection:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $75,000  of  the  appro- 

10  priations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  employment  pur- 

11  suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 

12  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by 

13  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  : 

14  Provided  further ,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 

15  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and 

16  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two,  of  which  one  shall  be 

17  for  replacement  only:  Provided  further,  That  appropria- 
16  tions  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United 
19  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration, 
26  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  other- 

21  wise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building 

22  (except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  ex- 

23  ceed  $10,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be  constructed  or 
21  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost 
25  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
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exceed  $3,750  or  4  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater : 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  and  related 
research  and  services,  including  administration  of  payments 
to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations;  $£8,44.4,890  $59,- 
362,390:  Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein 
shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry 
out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.  S.  C.  113a)  ; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant 
and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspection, 
quarantine  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law; 
$11,7-32,000  $ 47,132,000 ,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects 
and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 
conditions ; 

Meat  inspection :  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws 
relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  meat  food  products; 
and  poultry?  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relat¬ 
ing  to  proecss  or  renovated  butter-;  $24,326,000  and  meat- 
food  'products,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relat¬ 
ing  to  process  or  renovated  butter;  $17,326,000. 
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STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 
Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry 
into  effect  tlie  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March 
2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955 
(7  U.  S.  0.  361a— 361i) ,  including  administration  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  $20jSf>877-Q8  $31- 
053,708;  and  payments  authorized  under  section  204  (b) 
of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August 
14,  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1623) ,  $500,000;  in  all,  $30^3^08 
$31,553,708. 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural 
experiment  stations,  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of 
1887,  as  amended  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 
Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the  ar¬ 
rest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuro-pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infec¬ 
tious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 
diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and 
rinderpest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29, 
1884,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  391 ;  21  U.  S.  C.  111-122) , 
including  expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act 
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of  February  28,  1947,  tlie  Secretary  may  transfer  from 
other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  cor¬ 
porations,  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he 
may  deem  necessary,  but  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  for 
eradication  of  vesicular  exanthema  of  swine,  to  be  available 
only  in  an  emergency  which  threatens  the  livestock  or 
poultry  industry  of  the  country,  and  any  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  subject 
to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and 
expenses,  Agricultural  Eesearch  Service”. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Kico: 
For  payments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work 
under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June 
26,  1953  (7  U.  S.  O.  341-348) ,  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955  (7  U.  S.  0.  347a),  $49,220,000  $ 52,220,000 ;  and 
payments  and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204 
( b )  —205  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.  S.  C.  1623-1624),  $1,495,000;  in  all,  $50,715,000 
$ 53,715,000 :  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated 
pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
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shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  or  Puerto 
Pico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal 
sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Petirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of 
employer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative 
extension  employees,  $5,479,375. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  coopera¬ 
tive  extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors, 
$1,868,480. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.  S.  C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955 
(7  U.  S.  0.  347a) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627),  and  to 
coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension 
work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States,  Territories, 
and  insular  possessions,  $2,096,540. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessaiy  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.  S.  C.  451-457) ,  $578,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f), 
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1  including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establish- 

2  ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm 

3  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as 

4  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reser- 

5  voirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 

6  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase 

7  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and 

8  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft;  $74,780,000: 

9  Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur- 
40  chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of 
44  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connect- 

42  ing  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of 

43  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased 

14  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  eight 

15  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 

16  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improve- 

17  ments  to  other  existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500 

18  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to 

19  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part 

20  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction 

21  of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government : 

22  Provided  further,  That  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the 

23  State  has  established  a  central  State  agency  authorized  to 

24  enter  into  agreements  with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its 

25  agencies  on  policies  and  general  programs  for  the  saving  of 
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its  soil  by  the  extension  of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  district  in  such  State,  the  agreements  made  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States  with  any  such  soil  conservation 
district  shall  have  the  prior  approval  of  such  central  State 
agency  before  they  shall  become  effective  as  to  such  district : 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be 
expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a^-590f) ,  in 
demonstration  projects :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$5,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.  S.  O.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That 
qualified  local  engineers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at 
per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  planning  work  of 
the  service. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use 
of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  ( 16  U.  S.  O.  1001-1007) ,  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f) ,  to  remain 
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available  until  expended,  $25,500,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro¬ 
priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  purposes:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  0. 
574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a). 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.  S.  C.  701- 
709),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the 
Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement,  including 
not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the 
•  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  ap¬ 
propriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  pre¬ 
vention  purposes:  Provided ,  That  no  part  of  such  funds 
shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and 
Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of 
11.  R.  11767 - 2 
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1  the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which 

2  such  lands  are  situated. 

3  WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 

4  For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 

5  Department  under  the  Acts  of  August  11,  1939,  and  October 

6  14,  1940  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y-z-10) ,  as  amended  and  supple- 

7  mented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277),  and  September 
g  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  0.  1033-39),  relating  to  water  con- 
9  servation  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  available  until 

10  expended,  $335,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged  with 

11  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated 

12  to  said  Department  for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 

13  GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

14  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 

15  of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 

16  16  (b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 

17  Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.  S.  C. 

18  590p),  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

19  Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

20  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro- 

21  gram  authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a) ,  and  17  of  the 

22  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved 

23  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590g-590 

24  (o) ,  590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000 

25  for  the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such 
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1  displays  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within 

2  the  United  States;  $235,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 

3  December  31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compli- 

4  ance  with  the  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 

5  conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 

6  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 

7  Appropriation  Act,  1958,  carried  out  during  the  period  July 
g  1,  1957,  to  December  31,  1958,  inclusive:  Provided ,  That 
9  not  to  exceed  $24,698,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under 

70  this  head  shall  be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
77  for  administrative  expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program, 

72  the  cost  of  aerial  photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged 

73  to  such  limitation;  hut  not  more  than  $5,025,800  shall  be 

14  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “ Administrative 

15  expenses,  section  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

16  1938” :  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein 

17  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses 
18.  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any  State  infor- 

19  mation  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answer- 

20  ing  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the  coimty 

21  level  to  individual  fanners:  Provided  further,  That  such 

22  amounts  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in 

23  connection  with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the 

24  1959  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 

25  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended 
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(amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  administration,  and 
no  participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where 
the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to 
carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve 
the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided 
further,  That  no  change  shall  he  made  in  such  1959  program 
which  will  have  the  effect,  in  any  county,  of  restricting  eligi¬ 
bility  requirements  or  cost-sharing  on  practices  included  in  the 
1958  program,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been  recommended 
by  the  county  committee  and  approved,  by  the  State,  committee : 
Provided,  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  alloca¬ 
tion  for  the  1959  agricultural  conservation  program  for  any 
county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  com¬ 
mittee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld 
and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of 
its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  in  the  participating  counties, 
and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in 
such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  commit¬ 
tee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to 
any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the 
same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided 
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1  further ,  That  for  the  1959  program  $2,500,000  shall  be 

2  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carry- 

3  ing  out  agricultural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,000 

4  shall  be  available  for  conservation  practices  related  di- 

5  rectly  to  flood  prevention  work  in  approved  watersheds: 

6  Provided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available 

7  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any 
3  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and 
9  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid 

70  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the 

11  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for  herein:  Provided 

12  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the  De- 

13  partment,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other 

14  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  he 

15  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or 

16  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of 

17  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious 

18  political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended, 

19  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 

20  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  vio- 

21  lated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 

22  the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  per- 

23  sonal  services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in 

24  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any 
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legislation  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  re¬ 
quest  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper  official 
channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws, 
including  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith:  Provided,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.  S.  C.  565a  for 
the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  im¬ 
provements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of 
erecting  any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except 
for  two  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost 
not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  3 
per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  re¬ 
search  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  and  for  crop 
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and  livestock  estimates,  $14 ,095,000  $ 14,287,000 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in 
(his  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather 
statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 
between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  any  expense  incident  to  ascertaining,  collating,  or 
publishing  a  report  stating  the  intention  of  farmers  as  to  the 
acreage  to  be  planted  in  cotton,  or  for  estimates  of  apple 
production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop; 

Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordination 
of  payments  to  States,  $14,097,000  $21,272,000,  including 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed 
$50  per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not 
to  exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C. 
574) ,  as  amended  hv  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a) 
to  201  (d),  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.  S.  C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 
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PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  market¬ 
ing  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1623  (b)  ) ,  $1,160,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  0.  1751-1760) , 
$100,000,000  $ 125,000,000 :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this 
appropriation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  sec¬ 
tion  5  of  said  Act-i — Provided  further-  That  $5-0-,-9OOyOOO 


shall  he 


to  this 


from  foods  avaiL 


ahle  under  seetien  £2  of  the  Aet  of  August  24y  1 935,  for 

other  foods  pursuant  to  seetion  0  of  the  National  Sehool 
Luneh  Aetj  sueh  additional  funds  to  he  used  lor  the  general 
purposes  of  seetion  22. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.  S.  0.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling 
the  Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the 
Department  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work, 
including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allow- 
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ances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act 
approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.  S.  0.  1766),  $4,002,300: 
Provided ,  That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained 
in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete 
information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move 
farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  C.  l-17a),  $832,000. 

Soil  Bank  Programs 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814), 
$250,000,000  $ 200,000,000 :  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$15,000,000  $ 17,000,000  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  which  not  less  than  $12,000,000 
$ 13,500,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account 
“Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  lOSS’’:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  with  producers 
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which  together  with  contracts  already  entered  into  would 
require  payments  to  producers  (including  the  cost  of  . mate¬ 
rials  and  services)  in  excess  of  $300,000^4)00  $ 450,000,000 
in  any  calendar  year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this 


limitation,  practice  payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first 
year  of  the  contract  period:  Provided  further,  That  no  part 
of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal 
under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose 
of  evading  limits  on  annual  payments  to  participants-:  Pro¬ 
vided  furth-er-,-  That  no  part  of  those  funds  shah  ho  paid  on 
any  eon  tract  where  payments  are  made  for  land  rental  at 
rates  in  remess  of  2#  per  centum  of  the  current  value  of  the 
land  rented  or  where  payments  are  made  for  conservation 
practices  in  excess  of  the  average  rate  for  comparable  prac¬ 
tices  under  the  agricultural  conservation  program :  Provided 
further,  That  in  determining  the  amount  of  rental  payments 
the  Secretary  shall  give  due  consideration  to  the  value  of  the 
land  and  the  rental  value  thereof. 


ACEEAGE  EESEEVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  an  acreage  reserve 
program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subtitles  A 
and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  0.  1821-1824  and 
1802-1814),  $330,000,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
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$13,000,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 
be  available  for  administrative  expenses:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  formulate 
and  administer  an  acreage  reserve  program  with  respect  to 
the  1959  crops. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  acre¬ 
age  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant  to 
provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1301-1393),  $39,715,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $6,380,100  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  cany  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  IT.  S.  C.  1101-1161), 
$71 ,000,000  $ 76,000,000 ,  to  remain  available  until  June  30 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  expendi¬ 
tures  (including  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other 
than  payments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed 
$2,124,500. 
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Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  901-924) , 
as  follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act  as  follows:  Rural  elec¬ 
trification  program,  $390,000,000  $ 317 ,000,000 ;  and  rural 
telephone  program,  $607000-, 000  $67 ,500,000;  and  addi¬ 
tional  amounts,  not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  for  each  program, 
may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to 
the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  }Tear 
1959  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious 
and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrification  program 
and  rural  telephone  program. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed  $500 
for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed  $150,000 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  0.  574),  as 
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amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $9,019,000. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and 
the  related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1000-1031)  ; 
the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1001,  note;  31  U.  S.  C.  82h;  12  U.  S.  C.  371;  35  D.  C. 
Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946 
(40  U.  S.  C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as 
amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  facilities  for  water  storage  and  utilization  in  the 
arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United  States;  the  provisions 
of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42 
U.  S.  C.  1471-1483),  relating  to  financial  assistance  for 
farm  housing;  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust 
Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.  S.  C. 
440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to  fanners,  1948  flood  damage” 
in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans 
to  farmers,  property  damage”  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949 
(63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting  and  servicing  of  credit  sales 
and  development  accounts  in  water  conservation  and  utili¬ 
zation  projects  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y,  z — 1  and  z — 10)  ;  and  the 
Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain 
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mineral  interests,  approved  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1033-1039) ,  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHOKIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 
preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made 
from  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 
amended)  :  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bank- 
head- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000, 
of  which  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to 
States  and  Territories  without  regard  to  farm  population 
and  prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  other¬ 
wise  distributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and 
to  entrymen  on  unpatented  public  land ;  title  II  of  the  Bank- 
head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000; 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $5,500,000: 
Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts 
shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under 
this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 
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Act,  1952:  Provided,  furf-hem  Tlmt  an  add-dhu-ad  amount,  net 
to  cx-ecod  $20,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  to  tbe  extent  that  sueh  amount,  is  re¬ 
quired  dining  bseai  year  1050  ander  tbe  then  existing  con¬ 
ditions  far  tbe  expeditions  and  orderly  conduct  of  tbe  bam 
program  imdor  title  44  a!  tbe  Bankhead- Jones  harm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended :  Provided  further ,  That  additional  amounts, 
not  to  exceed  $ 20,000,000 ,  may  he  borrowed  under  the  same 
terms  and,  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  additional  amounts 
are  required  during  the  fiscal  gear  1959,  under  the  then  exist¬ 
ing  conditions,  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of 
these  programs. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to 
Farmers’  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative 
expenses,  $29,089,500,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to 
exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 
charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of 
section  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1005  (b)),  and  section  10  (c)  of 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 
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Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $2,943,000  $ 3,043,000 . 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical 
and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture;  $2,- 
668,895:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  re¬ 
imbursed  from  applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses 
incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.  S.  C.  1001 ) . 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized 
by  Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,359,265,  of  which  total 
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appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  he  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.  S.  C.  417)  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  thirty  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty  copies  for 
the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part 
2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Year¬ 
book  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act 
of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.  S.  C.  241)  :  Provided,  That 
in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the 
Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  he  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  C.  55a) . 

Libraky 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  mem¬ 
bership  in  societies  or  associations  wliich  issue  publications 
to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to 
subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $772,000. 
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TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget 
for  the  fiscal  year  1959  for  such  corporation  or  agency, 
except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 
Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  administrative  and 
operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 

To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 
1957,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938, 
as  amended  (15  U.  S.  C.  713a-l),  $1,760,399,886. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That 


27 


1  not  to  exceed  $35,398,000  shall  be  available  for  adminis- 

2  trative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further,  That 

3  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only  to 

4  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corpora- 

5  tion  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s 

6  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum 

7  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  appor- 

8  tioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 

9  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  time 

10  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations: 

11  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including 

12  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee 

13  basis,  hut  not  including  other  personal  sendees)  in  connec- 

14  tion  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improve- 

15  ment,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property  he¬ 
ld  longing  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
Id  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
13  he  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 

1 9  hereof. 

20  TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 

21  Farm  Credit  Administration 

22  Not  to  exceed  $2,125,000  (from  assessments  collected 

23  from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 

24  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 
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Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation 
of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquida¬ 
tion  shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

Federal  Intermediate  Credit  Banks 
Not  to  exceed  $1,693,000  (to  be  computed  on  an 
accrual  basis)  of  the  funds  of  the  banks  shall  be  available 
for  administrative  expenses  for  the  six  months  ending  De¬ 
cember  31,  1958,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  and  serv¬ 
ices  performed  for  the  banks  by  other  Government  agencies 
(except  services  and  facilities  furnished  and  examinations 
made  by  the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  and  services  per¬ 
formed  by  any  Federal  Reserve  bank  and  by  the  United 
States  Treasury  in  connection  with  the  financial  transactions 
of  the  banks)  ;  and  said  total  sum  shall  be  exclusive  of 
interest  expense,  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a 
contract  or  fee  basis,  and  expenses  in  connection  with  the 
acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  protection, 
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1  or  disposition  of  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the 

2  banks  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest. 

3  TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

4  Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 

5  appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 

6  under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi- 

7  tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed 

8  466  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which  462  shall  he  for  re- 

9  placement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

10  Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 

11  the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 

12  under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

13  Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 
II  culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 

15  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 

16  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131). 

II  Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
18'  Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  em- 

19  ployee  of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee, 

20  or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission, 

21  or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  predic- 

22  tion,  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage 
28  threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to 
21  future  prices  of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 
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1  Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 

2  incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 

3  domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro- 

4  priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 

5  twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 

6  outside  of  the  United  States. 

7  Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria- 

8  tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au- 

9  thorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  and  July  28,  1954 

10  (7  U.  S.  C.  427,  1621-1629),  shall  be  available  for  con- 

11  trading  in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

12  Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 

13  Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any 

14  corporation  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 

15  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legis- 

16  lation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1959”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  1,  1958. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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Issued  April  22 
For  actions  of  April  21 
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1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1959.  Passed  as  reported  this  bill,  H.  R. 
11767.  pp.  6089-95,  6097-6101 

The  Appropriations  Committee  had  reported  this  bill  with  amendments  on 
April  18  (under  Senate  order  of  April  17)  (S.  Rept.  1438).  p.  6017 

Representatives  of  the  Department  agencies  have  been  advised  in  detail  of 
the  Committee's  actions  on  the  estimates  for  the  Department.  Copies  of  the 
bill  and  committee  report  will  be  distributed  directly  to  the  agency  budget 
offices,  as  soon  as  received,  pursuant  to  a  distribution  list  that  has  been 
worked  out  with  the  Department  agencies.  The  agencies  will  receive  the 
material  at  the  same  time  this  office  will  receive  it.  The  material  will  not 
be  distributed  from  this  office.  In  general,  copies  should  be  obtained  from 
the  agency  budget  offices  rather  than  from  this  office. 

At  the  end  of  this  Digest  are  a  comparison  of  the  Committee  actions  and 
excerpts  from  the  committee  report. 


2 


In  presenting  the  bill  Sen.  Russell  clarified  the  Committee's  position  re¬ 
garding  export  subsidy  programs.  In  brief,  the  Senator  stated  the  Committee's 
action  should  not  be  construed  as  approval  of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 
Report.  He  said  the  Senate  Committee  made  no  recommendation  since  it  believed 
this  properly  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  legislative  committees, 
pp.  6091-92 


Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  the  bill.  p.  6101 


\ 


2.  PURCHASING.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  588,  to  provide  immediate  ap- 
\  propriations  to  Government  civilian  agencies  of  up  to  50%  of  the  amounts  set 
forth  in  the  Budget  estimates  for  1959  for  the  objects  "Supplies  and  Material 
and  "Equipment"  in  order  to  accelerate  planned  procurement  programs.  This 
measure  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  6081-85 


3.  WOOL.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S« 
4  years  additional  the  National  Wool  Act  (S.  Rept.  1460) . 


4. 


5. 


PACKERS.  ThexAgriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordered  reported  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  S.  1356,  to  transfer  certain/iunctions  under 
the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  from  this  Department  to  FTC.  The  "Daily  Digest" 
states  that  "as  approved  by  the  committee  the  bill  would  contain  language  pro¬ 
viding  concurrent  jurisdiction  for  a  period  of  3  years  of / the  FTC  and  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  over  wholesaling  and  retailing  of  meat  and  meat  products." 
p.  D324  \  / 

Sen.  Holland  stated  that  the  bill  will  be  reported  by  the  Committee  Tues. , 


2861,  to 
p.  6024 


Apr.  22.  pp.  6096-97 


\ 


Sen.  Watkins  inserted  the  testimony  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  before  the  Jt.  Judiciary  and  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committees  in 
favor  of  the  enactment  of  S.  1356.  pp.  6108-0? 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Knowland  inserted  the  Secretary's  letter  to  him  setting  forth 
certain  facts  regarding  the  agricultural  situation  for  the  use  of  Congress  in 
considering  agricultural  legislation.  j?p.  6040-41 


6.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Sen.  Proxmire  was  excused  from  further  service  as  a 
member  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  ServicexCommittee  and  assigned  to  the 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee,  pp.  6017^18 


7.  SOIL  BANK.  Sen.  Nueberger  expressed  concern  over  Mvthe  67  farm  producers  who 
last  year  received  more  than  $50,000  apiece  in  Soil-Bank  payments  through  the 
acreage  reserve  program,",  and  inserted  a  list  of  producers  who  received  more 
than  $50,000  under  the  1957  acreage-reserve  program,  pp.  6068-69 


8.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Received  from  the  Calif.  Legislature  a  resolution  favoring  in¬ 
creased  appropriations  for  the  school  lunch  program,  p. 


602 


9. 


PERSONNEL.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  without  amer 
to  authorize  certain  retired  personnel  of  the  U,  S.  Government 
wear  decorations,  presents,  and  other  gifts  from  certain  foreign 
(S.  Rept. ,1439).  p.  6023 


mt  S.  3195, 
ept  and 
mtries. 


10.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sens.  Thye  and  Humphrey  inserted  a  resolution  from  the 

Kandiyohi  Cooperative  Electric  Power  Assoc. ,  Willmar,  Minn. ,  criticizing  ' 
movement  to  attach  higher  interest  rates  for  the  borrowing  of  money"  by  ”r 


:he 


REA 


/ 


coops,  pp.  6021,6023 


*D  STATijj  DEPARTMENT  OF  7-GRIOJl^lE 

, .  f-i.  c  3bnats  ../gill,,  1959,  Compared  with  House  Bill,  1959 

[Amounts  for  195d  include  all  supplemental  appropriations  to  date;  Budget  Estimates,  1959, 

contain  Budget  Amendments  included  in  H.  Doc.  351.] 
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EXCERPTS  FROM  THE  SENATE  COMMITTEE  REPORT  ON  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1959 

Allocating  and  Reporting  of  Agricultural  Expenditures 

"The  committee  does  not  feel  that  the  Department  performs  an  adequate  job  of 
allocating  and  reporting  on  program  expenditures.  This  is  particularly  the  case 
in  regard  to  price-support  and  foreign  aid  programs  administered  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  Other  large  amounts  should  be  classified  and  reported  as  consumer  benefits. 

The  committee  requests  the  Secretary  to  restudy  this  matter  and  report  his 
findings  and  recommendations  to  the  committee  early  in  the  next  session  of  the 
Congress.” 


Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

"The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  committee’s  commendation  of  the  county 
committee  system,  and  again  desires  to  express  its  opposition  to  any  program 
which  would,  in  effect,  weaken  that  system.  The  three  programs  so  administered 
(agricultural  conservation  payments,  the  Great  Plains  program,  and  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  of  the  soil  bank)  are  outgrowths  of  legislative  provisions  ( 
designed  to  reduce  production  of  surplus  price -supported  crops.  Under  no  circum-' 
stances  should  the  functions  of  these  three  programs  be  combined,  either  for 
purposes  of  administration  or  for  other  reasons,  with  Department  programs 
directed  primarily  at  permanent  or  long-term  soil  conservation,  unless  specifi¬ 
cally  authorized  by  Congress." 


Cotton  and  Other  Export  Subsidy  Programs  •  •  . 

"The  House  committee  report  expressed  views  and  made  recommendations  on  program 
policy  and  operations  which  the  committee  feels  may  be  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  standing  Committees  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 


The  departmental  officials  were  not  examined  by  this  committee  with  regard  to 
the  recommendations  in  the  House  report.  Officials  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  have  provided  members  of  the  committee  with  the  Department's  reaction 
and  views  on  some  of  these  items,  and  these  statements  are  printed  in  this 
report  solely  for  the  information  of  the  Senate.  The  statements  referred  to 
follow: 


The  report  of  the  House  Committee  on  Appropriations  on  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  appropriation 
bill,  1959  (Rep.  No.  1584,  Ivfeirch  28,  1958)  >  contains  the  following 
statements  with  particular  reference  to  cotton. 

Page  9:  "The  committee  therefore  insists  *  *  *  that  the  sales 
program  on  a  competitive  bid  basis --with  exports  through  normal 
trade  channels — be  continued,  whatever  additional  programs  may  be 
used  to  complement  such  program." 

Page  10:  "*  *  *  any  reclassing  which  should  be  in  order  in  the 

future  should  be  made  in  advance  of  sale  so  as  to  avoid  payment 
of  rebates." 

Page  10:  "To  make  cotton  now  under  loan  and  in  CCC  hands  avail¬ 
able  for  export  at  the  earliest  possible  date,  the  Department  is 
directed  to  catalog,  prior  to  July  1958 ,  all  cotton  now  in  its 
hands . " 
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'ln  summary,  these  comments  indicate  it  to  be  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  Department  should  continue  to  operate  a  competitive  bid  sales 
for  export  program  along  with  the  export  subsidy-in-kind  program  announced 
by  the  President  in  his  veto  message  on  Senate  Joint  Resolution  162  on 
March  31*  1958,  should  reclass  cotton  before  sale  rather  than  after  sale, 
and  should  catalog  all  cotton  now  under  CCC  loan  or  owned  by  CCC  prior 
to  July  31,  1958. 

Export  program 

"The  President’s  announcement  on  March  31,  1958,  that  there  would  be 
placed  in  effect  an  export  program  for  cotton  (and  also  for  corn  and 
other  feed  grains)  similar  to  the  present  export  program  on  wheat,  means 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  directed  to  place  in  effect  a 
program  providing  that  export  subsidies  on  cotton  (and  corn  and  other 
feed  grains)  will  be  paid  in  kind  rather  than  in  cash.  To  make  such  a 
program  effective,  it  is  necessary  that  CCC  have  an  inventory  of  cotton 
from  which  to  make  payments  in  kind.  The  Corporation  now  has  available 
for  sale  only  about  1^-  million  bales  of  cotton  and  it  holds  outstanding 
loans  on  approximately  3  million  bales.  Between  now  and  August  1,  1958, 
the  beginning  of  the  next  marketing  season,  it  is  anticipated  that  some 
of  the  cotton  on  hand  will  be  sold,  and  that  there  will  bo  substantial 
quantities  of  loan  cotton  redeemed.  This  will  not  leave  enough  cotton 
to  operate  a  competitive  sales  for  export  program  in  the  next  marketing 
year  in  such  a  manner  as  will  assure  the  ability  of  United  States 
cotton  exporters  to  obtain  their  fair  share  of  the  world  markets. 

It  was  for  this  reason  among  others  that  the  export  subsidy  program 
was  ordered  by  the  President. 

While  a  dual  program,  that  is,  a  competitive  bid  sales  for  export 
program  combined  with  an  export  subsidy  program,  could  physically  be 
operated  it  would  have  several  serious  disadvantages  and  is  not 
recommended.  It  would  be  confusing  to  the  trade  and  would  be  expens¬ 
ive  to  administer.  Further,  it  would  not  accomplish  one  of  the 
major  benefits  which  has  resulted  from  the  operation  of  the  subsidy- 
in-kind  export  program  for  wheat,  and  that  is,  the  elimination  of 
Government  sales  as  a  factor  in  the  market.  The  subsidy-in-kind 
program  places  the  full  market  in  the  hands  of  commercial  traders 
and  moves  the  commodity  direct  from  the  commercial  markets  to  the 
export  trade  without  running  it  through  CCC  hands.  Farmers  should 
thereby  obtain  broader  markets  and  substantial  price  benefits.  The 
subsidy-in-kind  program  directed  by  the  President  also  will  permit 
resumption  of  the  normal  operations  of  the  established  cotton  futures 
markets  which  have  been  severely  damaged  in  recent  years  by  the  con¬ 
centration  of  cotton  sales  activity  in  the  hands  of  the  Government. 

If  a  dual  program  were  inaugurated,  and  then  all  CCC  cotton  were 
disposed  of,  it  would  not  be  possible  to  continue  a  subsidy-in-kind 
export  program  as  directed  by  the  President.  A  change  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  would  result  in  further  confusion  both  in  administration  and 
in  the  markets. 

Reclassing 

If  the  sales  program  were  continued,  it  would  not  be  desirable  to 
attempt  to  reclass  cotton  before  sales.  There  is  no  way  to  determine 
what  cotton  in  CCC  inventory  would  be  purchased  by  exporters  at  any 
given  time.  Cotton  merchants  have  a  right  to  expect  cotton  they  buy 


to  be  of  the  quality  it  was  advertised  to  he  at  the  time  of  their 
purchase.  The  task  of  reclassing  all  cotton  in  CCC  inventory  would 
he  so  great  that  there  would  he  no  assurance  that  the  reclassifica¬ 
tion  would  he  any  more  satisfactory  to  the  purchaser  than  the 
original  classification  because  of  the  time  element  involved.  Even 
if  the  cotton  could  he  reclassed  immediately  prior  to  the  sale, 
there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  either  the  classification  or  the 
price  received  by  CCC  would  he  different  than  if  the  cotton  were  re¬ 
classed  as  is  currently  done  under  the  program. 

Catalog 

It  would  not  he  appropriate  to  catalog  the  cotton  until  the  loans 
mature.  To  do  otherwise  would  practically  preclude  producers  from 
taking  advantage  of  the  strengthening  cotton  market  by  redeeming 
their  loans.  This  result  would  he  the  same  whether  or  not  the  loans 
were  called  in  advance  of  maturity.  The  Department  should  not,  and 
does  not  plan  to  call  these  loans  prior  to  maturity,  (it  has  never 
been  done  in  the  case  of  cotton,  though  legally  possible.)  Loans 
are  still  available  to  producers  through  April  30  and  if  the  loans 
were  to  he  called  in  time  to  have  the  cotton  cataloged  by  July  31> 

1958,  they  would  have  to  he  called  as  of  May  31.  This  would  deprive 
producers  of  the  opportunity  in  June  and  July  to  redeem  their  loans 
in  a  year  in  which  it  appears  cotton  prices  might  make  redemption 
profitable  to  them. 

From  the  standpoint  of  administration,  it  is  practically  a  necessity 
that  CCC  take  title  to  the  cotton  before  a  catalog  is  issued.  This 
is  because  the  individual  loan  documents  (notes,  loan  agreements,  and 
warehouse  receipts)  are  maintained  in  the  custody  of  Federal  Reserve 
banks  or  cooperative  associations  in  the  cotton-producing  areas  through¬ 
out  the  United  States.  This  policy  has  been  followed  for  years  so  as 
to  make  producers '  paper  more  accessible  to  them  in  the  event  they  wish 
to  redeem  their  cotton.  If  a  catalog  were  to  be  made  of  cotton  in  loan 
status,  it  would  be  necessary  to  concentrate  all  of  this  paper  on  3 
million  bales  of  cotton  in  the  New  Orleans  Commodity  Office.  This 
would  make  it  practically  impossible  for  the  loan  papers  of  any  indi¬ 
vidual  producers  to  be  located  and  sent  to  them  if  they  wished  to 
redeem  their  loans.  It  would  create  a  costly  administrative  workload 
during  a  period  in  which  the  office  is  not  geared  up  to  handle  it,  and 
the  eventual  cost  of  the  catalog  would  be  considerably  greater  than  it 
would  be  if  prepared  after  CCC  acquires  title  to  the  cotton.” 

Combined  Competitive  Bid  Sales  and  Export  Subsidy 

Program  for  Corn  and  Other  Feed  Grains 


"The  report  of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  on  the  agricul¬ 
ture  appropriation  bill  for  1959  argues  insistently  that  competitive 
bid  sales  for  export  on  not  only  cotton  but  other  commodities 
should  be  continued  if  export  subsidy  programs  are  undertaken. 

If  this  advice  were  to  be  followed,  it  would  mean  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  would  have  to  continue  to  offer  for  sale  on  a  competitive  bid 
basis  for  export  not  only  cotton  but  also  corn  and  other  feed  grains 
while  at  the  same  time  carrying  out  the  President's  direction  in  his 
veto  message  on  Senate  Joint  Resolution  162  that  export  subsidies 
in  kind  be  paid  on  these  commodities. 
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Such  a  combination  program  just  would  not  work  for  corn  and  other 
feed  grains.  CCC  stocks  of  these  grains  are  so  large  that  an  export 
subsidy  would  be  relatively  ineffective  if  the  export  trade  had  to 
compete  with  the  Government  for  foreign  markets.  In  order  for  this 
export  subsidy  program  to  work,  the  trade  has  to  carry  stocks  which 
it  can  export.  If  the  trade  were  to  be  faced  with  the  huge  stocks 
held  by  CCC  for  export,  it  would  not  know  what  kind  of  a  position 
to  take.  These  uncertainties  would  certainly  add  up  to  tremendous 
confusion  and  probably  little  in  the  way  of  beneficial  effects. 

Another  point  that  must  be  considered  is  that  supplies  of  corn 
and  other  feed  grains  in  Government  hands  not  only  are  large,  but 
they  are  widely  dispersed  over  the  country.  Moreover,  they  are 
fungible  commodities.  These  characteristics  of  the  commodity  cause 
location  and  quality  factors  to  be  of  great  importance,  and  with 
the  preponderance  of  stocks  in  Government  hands,  export  traders 
would  have  little  chance  to  compete  with  the  CCC  for  export  markets. 

One  of  the  major  objectives  for  the  subsidy-in-kind  program 
directed  by  the  President  is  to  get  the  Government  out  of  the  grain 
business.  This  would  not  be  accomplished  with  a  dual  program.  Not 
only  would  the  Government  be  both  selling  and  paying  subsidies  but 
it  would  still  be  actively  accumulating  inventories.  If  the  program 
works  well,  farm  prices  for  these  grains  should  be  strengthened, 
making  CCC  loan  operations  and  inventory  acquisitions  shrink.  It 
will  benefit  both  the  trade  and  producers  and  should  result  in  less 
Government  costs  of  operating  the  price  support  program. 

There  are  no  better  grain  salesmen  alive  than  those  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  export  business,  and  they  will  do  a  good  job  of  maintaining 
and  creating  foreign  markets  if  the  relatively  simple  mechanism  of 
an  export  subsidy  can  place  them  in  competition  from  a  price  stand¬ 
point  . 

The  subsidy-in-kind  program  for  wheat  has  worked  well.  There  is 
no  reason  to  believe  it  cannot  work  effectively  on  corn  and  other 
feed  grains  if  it  is  permitted  to  do  so." 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

Research 

Utilization  Research 

"In  addition  to  the  above  increases  in  appropriations,  the  budget  proposed 
to  utilize  $5,000,000  of  funds  available  under  Public  Law  480  for  utilization 
research  in  foreign  countries.  The  committee  approves  the  proposed  use  of 
these  funds  for  research  and  requests  that  the  Department  report  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  the  use  of  the  funds  and  research  accomplishments  thereunder." 

Farm  Research 

"The  budget  estimate  also  proposed  to  make  certain  decreases  in  farm  produc¬ 
tion  research  programs  amounting  to  $805,000.  The  committee  concurs  in  the 
House  action  to  continue  these  activities. 
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Within  the  amount  restored  for  the  National  Arboretum  the  committee  expects 
the  Department  to  proceed  with  the  preparation  of  detailed  plans  and  specifi¬ 
cations  for  facilities  and  other  improvements  needed  to  fully  develop  the 
Arboretum,  Then  if  a  public  buildings  program  is  enacted  during  this  session 
of  the  Congress,  the  development  and  construction  work  can  be  started  promptly, 
or  based  upon  new  plans  and  specifications  current  estimates  of  development 
costs  should  be  included  in  next  year's  budget. 

During  the  hearings  on  this  bill  the  committee  received  a  number  of  witnesses 
who  urged  that  additional  funds  be  included  to  strengthen  existing  research 
programs  or  to  cope  with  new  problems.  The  committee  recommends  that  some  of 
these  items  which  it  considers  most  needed  be  included.  The  following  recom¬ 
mended  increases  amount  to  $917 >500?  and  are  in  addition  to  recommendations 
made  by  the  House  Report  on  some  of  these  projects: 

(1)  $100,000  to  accelerate  research  on  the  boll  weevil,  in  addition 

to  the  House  proposal.  This  insect  has  caused  extensive  damage  to 
cotton  for  many  years.  Present  control  programs  are  costly  and 
often  ineffective.  The  committee  recommends  this  increase  to  im¬ 
mediately  strengthen  research  efforts  and  to  enable  the  Department  ^ 

to  review  the  problems  of  the  boll  weevil.  It  is  requested  that  £ 

following  such  review,  a  comprehensive  research  program  be  developed 
which  will  embody  the  proposed  needs,  including  plans  for  necessary 
facilities,  for  research  and  experimental  purposes. 

(2)  $75,000  for  staffing  the  soil  and  water  laboratory  in  the  West 
which  was  authorized  last  year.  The  construction  of  this  facility 
will  be  completed  shortly  after  January  1,  1959?  and  with  the 
funds  provided  herein  the  staffing  of  key  personnel  for  the  facility 
should  be  completed  during  fiscal  1959* 

(3)  $125,000  for  rust  research  on  cereals,  principally  wheat  and 
rice,  in  addition  to  the  House  proposal. 

(4)  $75,000  each  for  sugar  cane,  and  Hoja  blanca  disease  affecting 
rice,  in  addition  to  the  House  proposal. 

(5)  $140,000  for  cold -hardiness  research  on  citrus.  This  work  is  ^ 

to  be  conducted  at  Orlando,  Fla.;  Indio,  Calif.;  and  Weslaco,  Tex.; 

in  cooperation  with  State  agricultural  experiment  stations  and  the 
citrus  industry. 

(6)  $50,000  each  for  oats,  for  farm  electrification,  and  to  initi¬ 
ate  research  on  the  "hotspot"  conditions  affecting  areas  of  the 
Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley. 

(7)  $50,000  for  naval  stores  research. 

(8)  $25,000  each  for  research  on  barley,  flax,  small  fruit  crops 
in  the  Midwest,  and  for  vegetable  research  at  the  new  laboratory 
at  Weslaco,  Tex. 

(9)  $7,500  for  research  on  pear  decline,  thereby  making  $20,000 
available.  This  amount,  together  with  continued  local  cooperation 
and  private  financing,  should  provide  sufficient  financing  of  this 
project  for  fiscal  1959. 

(10)  $20,000  for  dried  bean  research. 


-17- 


The  committee  requests  the  Department  to  give  careful  consideration  to  these 
and  other  farm  research  program  needs  in  future  budget  requests." 

Additional  Research  Facilities 


"The  committee  received  a  number  of  proposals  for  soil  and  water,  and  other 
research  facilities.  These  requests  have  merit  but  it  was  decided  not  to 
recommend  any  new  construction  items  in  the  bill. 

The  committee  requests  the  Department  to  make  a  study  of  facility  needs 
for  research  on  soil  and  water  problems  and  to  make  a  report  to  the  committee 
on  the  scope  of  research  results  to  be  expected  from  existing  facilities, 
and  the  feasibility  of  additional  facilities,  .  The  report,  to  be  made  to  the 
committee  not  later  than  March  1,  1959#  should  also  include  the  Department’s 
recommended  priority  and  procedure  to  be  followed  in  planning  and  authorizing 
additional  new  research  facilities,  for  all  major  research  programs." 

Brucellosis  Eradication  Program 

"The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $20,000,000  for  this  program, 
an  increase  of  $5,000,000  over  the  House  and  over  the  budget  request. 

The  committee  recommends  a  direct  appropriation  for  the  Federal  participation 
in  Brucellosis  eradication.  It  notes  that  considerable  progress  has  been  made 
in  recent  years,  but  believes  the  proposed  decrease  of  about  $7,000,000, 
amounting  to  about  30  percent  reduction,  may  retard  the  program  of  eradication. 
The  recommended  amount,  together  with  continued  State  and  local  participation, 
should  enable  the  program  in  fiscal  1959  to  continue  at  the  1958  level." 


Meat  Inspection 


"The  committee  was  requested  to  increase  this  item  by  several  interested 
persons  and  organizations.  It  is  understood  from  testimony  given  by  depart¬ 
mental  officials  that  additional  funds  will  be  required,  and  requested  in  the 
proposed  supplemental  for  fiscal  1959*  Pending  this  study  by  the  Department 
the  committee  does  not  recommend  additional  funds  at  this  time." 


Poultry  Inspection 


"The  House  bill  included  in  this  item  $7,000,000  for  poultry  inspection, 
by  transferring  the  amount  of  the  estimate  from  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service  and  by  recommending  a  combination  of  meat  and  poultry  inspection. 


The  committee  recommends  the  retention  of  poultry  inspection  in  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service  as  proposed  in  the  budget  request,  and  in  line 
with  the  legislative  history  of  the  enactment  of  the  mandatory  Poultry 
Inspection  Act. " 


Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

"The  committee  has  denied  the  Department’s  recommendation  to  restore  the 
budget  estimate  for  the  1959  advance  program  authorization  of  $125,000,000, 
a  decrease  of  $125,000,000.  The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  action  to 
approve  a  $250,000,000  authorization  for  the  1959  program. 

In  view  of  repeated  efforts  by  departmental  officials  to  restrict  this  pro¬ 
gram,  the  committee  recommends  that  the  following  proviso  be  added  to  the 
bill.  On  page  12,  line  5>  insert: 
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:  Provided  further.  That  no  change  shall  be  made  in  such  1959 
program  which  will  have  the  effect,  in  any  county,  of  restricting 
eligibility  requirements  or  cost -sharing  on  practices  included  in 
the  1958  program,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been  recommended 
by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by  the  State  committee. 

The  recommended  language  is  intended  to  preclude  changes  in  the  1959 
National  Program  Bulletin  which  would  have  the  effect  of  causing  restrictions 
or  limitations  on  practices  or  cost  sharing,  from  the  195$  program,  except  for 
changes  recommended  by  county  ASC  committees  and  approved  by  the  respective 
State  ASC  committee.” 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

I^rketing  Research  and  Service 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates  ...  The  increase  recommended 
by  the  committee  is  to  provide  funds  required  to  expand  the  Cattle  on  Feed 
Reports  to  13  additional  States,  and  to  provide  monthly  interim  statistics  to 
supplement  these  quarterly  reports.”  ^ 

"Marketing  services  .  .  .  The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $100,000 
over  the  House  for  administration  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  to 
restore  the  full  increase,  $225,000,  requested  in  the  budget. 

The  committee  also  recommends  extension  of  Wholesale  Meat  Reports  to  Omaha 
and  Denver  amounting  to  $18,000  annually;  to  provide  Federal  Livestock  Market 
News  Service  for  New  Mexico  and  to  include  adjacent  areas  in  Texas,  Kansas 
and  Oklahoma,  at  a  cost  of  $24,000,  for  a  category  I  marketing  area;  and 
$33,000  for  strengthening  wool  standardization  and  grading  work;  for  a  total 
increase  of  $75,000  for  these  items. 


The  attention  of  the  committee  has  been  called  to  the  need  for  additional 
funds  for  lettuce  and  vegetable  reporting  in  the  Southwest  due  to  greatly 
expanded  production.  The  Department  is  requested  to  include  the  required 
funds  in  an  estimate  in  connection  with  the  proposed  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  1959,  if  the  cost  of  reporting  these  new  areas  cannot  be  absorbed 
within  the  funds  provided  in  this  bill.” 


0 


School  Lunch  Program 

An  increased  direct  appropriation  is  recommended  in  lieu  of  the  proviso 
inserted  by  the  House  to  use  section  32  f mads  for  purchase  and  distribution 
of  food  commodities.  The  Department  already  has  ample  authority  to  provide 
foods  acquired  under  section  32  programs  to  the  school  lunch  program.  In 

addition  it  has  authority  to  donate  foods  under  section  4l6  authority  and  it 
uses  these  authorities.  ’ 


The  committee  is  concerned  with  the  amounts  donated  to  foreign  countries 
under  section  4l6  which  has  the  effect  of  decreasing  donations  to  the  school 
lunch,  and  other  domestic  programs.  The  committee  urges  the  Department  to 
give  the  school-lunch  program  first  priority  and  make  certain  that  adequate 
food  donations  are  made.” 
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Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

"The  Department  is  directed  to  use  counterpart  funds  to  fill  the  vacancies 
urgently  needed  for  attaches  and  supporting  staff,  and  should  vise  these 
funds  to  the  fullest  extent  possible  for  all  foreign  expenditures." 

Soil  Bank  Programs 
Conservation  Reserve  Program 

"An  appropriation  of  $200,000,000  is  recommended,  which  is  $50,000,000  below 
the  House  bill,  and  $150,000,000  below  the  budget  estimate.  This  amount  is  an 
increase  of  $37*060,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  1958*  Based 
upon  information  provided  to  the  committee,  this  amount  will  be  sufficient  to 
pay  rental  and  practice  costs  for  the  1958  signup,  and  for  prior  years." 

Limitation  on  Administrative  Expenses 

"The  committee  recommends  a  partial  restoration  of  the  limitation  by  striking 
)  out  $15,000,000,  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

$17,000,000,  an  increase  in  total  limitation  of  $2,000,000  over  the  House  bill 
but  $1,000,000  below  the  estimate.  The  committee  also  recommends  full  restora¬ 
tion  of  the  amount  to  be  transferred  to  "Local  administration,  section  388/'  by 
striking  out  $12,000,000,  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  inserting  $13,500,000, 
an  increase  of  $1,500,000  as  requested  in  the  budget  estimate." 

Authorization  for  1959  Program 

"The  committee  recommends  a  1959  program  authorization  of  $450,000,000,  an 
increase  of  $150,000,000  over  the  House  bill,  and  the  amount  proposed  in  the 
budget  request." 


Limitations  on  Annual  and  Practice  Payments 

"The  committee  recommends  that  the  following  proviso  in  the  House  bill  on 
|  page  18,  lines  9-15 >  be  stricken: 

: Provided  further.  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any 
contract  where  payments  are  made  for  land  rental  at  rates  in  excess 
of  20  per  centum  of  the  current  value  of  the  land  rented  or  where 
payments  are  made  for  conservation  practices  in  excess  of  the  aver¬ 
age  rate  for  comparable  practices  under  the  agricultural  conservation 
program. 

The  committee  shares  the  concern  of  the  House  over  high  rental  payments  made 
under  this  program  and  believes  that  careful  consideration  should  be  given 
making  downward  adjustments.  In  lieu  of  the  proviso  stricken  out  the  committee 
recommends  insertion  of  the  following  proviso,  which  requires  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  give  due  consideration  to  the  value  of  land  and  rental  value 
thereon: 

: Provided  further,  That  in  determining  the  amount  of  rental  payments 
the  Secretary  shall  give  due  consideration  to  the  value  of  the  land 
and  the  rental  value  thereof." 


-20- 


Rural  Electrification  Administration 


Loan  Authorizations 

"For  the  rural  telephone  program  the  committee  recommends  an  authorization 
of  $67,500,000,  an  increase  over  the  House  hill  of  $7*500,000,  and  $11,500,000 
over  the  budget  estimates. 

In  addition  a  $25,000,000  contingency  authorization  is  provided  for  each 
program,  as  approved  by  the  House. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  has  a 
responsibility  for  assisting  and  promoting  rural  telephone  cooperatives  where 
necessary  to  secure  telephone  service  to  farmers." 

Farmers '  Home  Administration 


Loan  Authorizations 

"The  committee  believes  the  contingency  authorization  approved  by  the  House 
is  too  restrictive,  in  that  use  of  the  $20,000,000  is  limited  to  title  II, 
farm  operating  loans.  The  committee  recommends  striking  the  House  language 
on  page  23,  lines  1-7,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

:  Provided  further.  That  additional  amounts,  not  to  exceed 
$20,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  to  the  extent  that  such  additional  amounts  are  required 
during  the  fiscal  year  1959*  under  the  then  existing  conditions, 
for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  these  programs. 

The  recommended  language  makes  the  contingency  authorization  funds  available 
for  any  one  or  all  loan  programs." 


I  CONGRESS  II  Til  1 

2d  Session  |\#  1  1  /O  / 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  21, 1958 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Earm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1959,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  namely: 


2 


t  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

2  TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 

3  Agricultural  Research  Service 

4  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

5  For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 

6  relating  to  production  and  utilization,  to  control  and  eradicate 

7  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related 

8  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  in- 

9  spection:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $75,000  of  the  appro- 

10  priations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  employment  pur- 

11  suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 

12  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by 

13  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  : 

14  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 

15  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and 

16  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two,  of  which  one  shall  be 
II  for  replacement  only:  Provided  further,  That  appropria- 
16  tions  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United 
19  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration, 
26  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  other- 

21  wise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building 

22  (except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  ex- 
25  ceed  $10,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be  constructed  or 

24  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost 

25  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
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exceed  $3,750  or  4  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater : 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  and  related 
research  and  services,  including  administration  of  payments 
to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations;  (1)$&8, 444,890 
$59,362,390:  Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained 
herein  shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to 
carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.  S.  C.  113a)  ; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant 
and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspection, 
quarantine  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law; 
(2)$-44t-7442-,090  $47,132,000,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be 
apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects 
and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 
conditions ; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws 
relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  (3)mcat-food  prod¬ 
uct*,  and  poultry?  and  the  applieuble  provisions  of  the  laws 
relating  to  process  or  renovated  butter?  $2 4-; 3 264440  and 
meat-food  products,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws 
relating  to  process  or  renovated  butter;  $17,236,000. 
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STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 
Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Kico: 
For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March 
2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955 
(7  IT.  S.  0.  3 6 la-3 6 li) ,  including  administration  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  (4)$29,853,7-68 
$ 31,053,708 ;  and  payments  authorized  under  section  204 
(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved 
August  14,  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1623),  $500,000;  in  all, 
(5)$3Q, 35^-708  $ 31,553,708 . 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural 
experiment  stations,  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of 
1887,  as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 
Eradication  activities :  For  expenses  necessary  in  the  ar¬ 
rest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuro-pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infec¬ 
tious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 
diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and 
rinderpest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29, 
1884,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  391;  21  U.  S.  0.  111-122), 
including  expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act 
of  February  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from 
other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  cor- 
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porations,  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he 
may  deem  necessary,  but  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  for 
eradication  of  vesicular  exanthema  of  swine,  to  be  available 
only  in  an  emergency  which  threatens  the  livestock  or 
poultry  industry  of  the  country,  and  any  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  year  shall  he  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  subject 
to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and 
expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service”. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
For  payments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work 
under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June 
26,  1953  (7  U.  S.  C.  341-348) ,  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955  (7  U.  S.  O.  347a) ,  (6)$49,220rQ00  $ 52,220,000 ;  and 
payments  and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204 
(b )  —205  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.  S.  C.  1623-1624),  $1,495,000;  in  all  (7)$50,7 15,000 
$ 53,715,000 :  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated 
pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  or  Puerto 
Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Eederal 
sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  Por  cost  of 
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employer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative 
extension  employees,  $5,479,375. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  coopera¬ 
tive  extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors, 
$1,868,480. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.  S.  C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955 
(7  U.  S.  C.  347a) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1621-1627),  and  to 
coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension 
work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States,  Territories, 
and  insular  possessions,  $2,096,540. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.  S.  C.  451-457) ,  $578,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f) , 
including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establish¬ 
ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm 
irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reser¬ 
voirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 


1  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase 

2  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and 

3  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft;  $74,780,000: 

4  Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur- 

5  chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of 

6  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connect- 

7  ing  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of 

8  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased 
y  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  eight 

10  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 

11  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improve- 

12  ments  to  other  existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500 

13  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to 

14  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part 

15  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction 

16  of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government: 

17  Provided  further,  That  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the 

18  State  has  established  a  central  State  agency  authorized  to 

19  enter  into  agreements  with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its 

20  agencies  on  policies  and  general  programs  for  the  saving  of 

21  its  soil  by  the  extension  of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conserva- 

22  tion  district  in  such  State,  the  agreements  made  by  or  on 

23  behalf  of  the  United  States  with  any  such  soil  conservation 

24  district  shall  have  the  prior  approval  of  such  central  State 

25  agency  before  they  shall  become  effective  as  to  such  district: 

26  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be 
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expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a^590f) ,  in 
demonstration  projects:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$5,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That 
qualified  local  engineers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at 
per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  planning  work  of 
the  service. 

WATEKSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use 
of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  ( 16  U.  S.  C.  1 001-1007 ) ,  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  0.  590a-590f) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $25,500,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro¬ 
priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  purposes:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  0. 
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574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) . 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.  S.  C.  701- 
709),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the 
Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement,  including 
not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  IT.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  ap¬ 
propriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  pre¬ 
vention  purposes:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds 
shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and 
Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of 
the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which 
such  lands  are  situated. 

WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
Department  under  the  Acts  of  August  11,  1939,  and  October 
H.  E.  11767 - 2 
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14,  1940  (16  U.  S.  0.  590y-z-10) ,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277),  and  September 
6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  0.  1033-39),  relating  to  water  con¬ 
servation  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $335,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged  with 
the  unexpended  balances  of  fimds  heretofore  appropriated 
to  said  Department  for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16  (b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.  S.  C. 
590p) ,  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a) ,  and  17  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved 
February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590g-590 
(o) ,  590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000 
for  the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such 
displays  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within 
the  United  States;  $235,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
December  31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 
conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 
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Department  of  Agriculture  and  Darin  Credit  Administration 
Appropriation  Act,  1958,  carried  out  during  the  period  July 
1,  1957,  to  December  31,  1958,  inclusive:  Provided ,  That 
not  to  exceed  $24,698,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under 
this  head  shall  be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
for  administrative  expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program, 
the  cost  of  aerial  photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged 
to  such  limitation;  but  not  more  than  $5,025,800  shall  be 
transferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative 
expenses,  section  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938”:  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein 
appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses 
of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any  State  infor¬ 
mation  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answer¬ 
ing  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the  county 
level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further,  That  such 
amounts  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in 
connection  with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the 
1959  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended 
(amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  administration,  and 
no  participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where 
the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to 
carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve 
the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  ;  (S') Provided 
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further,  That  no  change  shall  he  made  in  such  1959  program 
which  will  have  the  effect,  in  any  county,  of  restricting  eligi¬ 
bility  requirements  or  cost-sharing  on  practices  included  in  the 
1958  program,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by  the  State 
committee:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per 
centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  1959  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee, 
be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  in  the  participating  coun¬ 
ties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance 
in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  commit¬ 
tee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to 
any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the 
same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided 
further,  That  for  the  1959  program  $2,500,000  shall  be 
available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carry¬ 
ing  out  agricultural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,000 
shall  be  available  for  conservation  practices  related  di¬ 
rectly  to  flood  prevention  work  in  approved  watersheds: 
Provided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available 
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for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any 
other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and 
making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid 
them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the 
Secretary  under  programs  provided  for  herein:  Provided 
further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the  De¬ 
partment,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other 
agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be 
used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or 
travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of 
violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious 
political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended, 
or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  vio¬ 
lated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  per¬ 
sonal  services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in 

d 

any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any 
legislation  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  re¬ 
quest  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper  official 
channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
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to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws, 
including  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith:  Provided,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  II.  S.  0.  565a  for 
the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  im¬ 
provements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of 
erecting  any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except 
for  two  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost 
not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  3 
per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  re¬ 
search  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  and  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  (9)$44t005y000  $ 14,287,000 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in 
this  appropriation  shall  he  available  to  continue  to  gather 
statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 
between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  any  expense  incident  to  ascertaining,  collating,  or 
publishing  a  report  stating  the  intention  of  farmers  as  to  the 
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acreage  to  be  planted  in  cotton,  or  for  estimates  of  apple 
production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop; 

Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordination 
of  payments  to  States,  (10)$14-,0974QO  $21 ,272,000,  in¬ 
cluding  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to 
exceed  $50  per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at 
not  to  exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C. 
574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a) 
to  201  (d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.  S.  C.  1291 )  and  section  203  (j)  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  market¬ 
ing  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  IT.  S.  C.  1623  (b)  ) ,  $1,160,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  O.  1751-1760) , 

(1 1)$1 00,000,009  $125,000,000 :  Provided ,  That  no  part  of 
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this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under 
section  5  of  said  Act(12):  Provided  further,  -That  $55;000, 
000  shah  he  transferred  to  Oik  appropriation  from  funds  avail¬ 
able  under  section  OS  of  the  Aet  of  August  S4y  10-3  5 for 
purehaso  and  distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods  pursuant  to  seetion  0  of  the  hfational  Behool 
■huneh  Aetj  sueh  additional  funds  to  he  used  for  the  general 
purposes  of  seetion  00. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.  S.  0.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling 
the  Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the 
Department  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work, 
including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allow¬ 
ances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act 
approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.  S.  C.  1766),  $4,002,300: 
Provided,  That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained 
in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete 
information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move 
farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis, 
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Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  C.  l-17a) ,  $832,000. 

Soil  Bank  Programs 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814), 
( 1 3)$2 50,000,000  $ 200,000,000 :  Provided,  That  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  ( 1 4)$ 1 5,000,000  $17 ,000,000  shall  be  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  of  which  not  less  than  (15)$ 12, 000,000 
$13,500,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account 
“Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  with  producers 
which  together  with  contracts  already  entered  into  would 
require  payments  to  producers  (including  the  cost  of  materials 
and  services)  in  excess  of  (16)$300,000-,009  $450,000,000 
in  any  calendar  }^ear,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this 
limitation,  practice  payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first 
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year  of  the  contract  period:  Provided  further ,  That  no  part 
of  these  funds  shall  he  paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal 
under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of 
evading  limits  on  annual  payments  to  participants(17):  Pre- 
vidcd  further^  That,  no  part  of  these  funds  shad  ho  paid  on 
any  eontraot  whore  payments  are  made  for  land  rental  at 
rates  in  excess  of  20  per  centum  of  the  current  value  of  the 
land  rented  or  where  payments  are  made  for  conservation 
practices  in  cxeess  of  the  average  rate  for  comparable  prac¬ 
tices  under  the  agricultural  conservation  program:  Provided 
further,  That  in  determining  the  amount  of  rental  payments 
the  Secretary  shall  give  due  consideration  to  the  value  of  the 
land  and  the  rental  value  thereof. 


ACREAGE  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  an  acreage  reserve 
program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subtitles  A 
and  0  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  0.  1821-1824  and 
1802-1814,  $330,000,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 


$13,000,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 
be  available  for  administrative  expenses:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  formulate 
and  administer  an  acreage  reserve  program  with  respect  to 
the  1959  crops. 
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Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  acre¬ 
age  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant  to 
provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1301-1393),  $39,715,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $6,380,100  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  appropriation  account  '‘Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.  S.  C.  1101-1161), 
(18)$-74,000,000  $ 76,000,000 ,  to  remain  available  until 
June  30  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That 
expenditures  (including  transfers)  from  this  appropriation 
for  other  than  payments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed 

$2,124,500. 

4  _ 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 
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1  Rural  Electrification  Administration 

2  To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Elec- 

3  trification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  901-924) , 

4  as  follows: 

5  LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

6  For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 

7  out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  he  borrowed  from 

8  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 

9  visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act  as  follows:  Rural  elec- 
40  trification  program,  ( 1 9)-$-3QQ70007000  $317,000,000;  and 
44  rami  telephone  program  (20)$60,000-,000  $67 ,500,000; 
42  and  additional  amounts,  not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  for  each 

13  program,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  condi- 

14  tions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during  the 

15  fiscal  year  1959  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the 

16  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrifica- 

17  tion  program  and  rural  telephone  program. 

18  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

19  For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed  $500 

20  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed  $150,000 

21  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 

22  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  O.  574),  as 

23  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 

24  U.  S.  O.  55a) ,  $9,019,000. 
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Farmers’  Home  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and 
the  related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1000-1031)  ; 
the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1001,  note;  31  U.  S.  C.  82h;  12  U.  S.  O.  371;  35  D.  C. 
Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946 
(40  U.  S.  C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as 
amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  facilities  for  water  storage  and  utilization  in  the 
arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United  States;  the  provisions 
of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42 
U.  S.  C.  1471-1483),  relating  to  financial  assistance  for 
farm  housing;  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust 
Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.  S.  C. 
440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to  farmers,  1948  flood  damage” 
in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans 
to  farmers,  property  damage”  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949 
(63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting  and  servicing  of  credit  sales 
and  development  accounts  in  water  conservation  and  utili¬ 
zation  projects  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y,  z— 1  and  z— 10)  ;  and  the 
Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain 
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1  mineral  interests,  approved  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C. 

2  1033-1039) ,  as  follows: 

3  LOAN  AOTHORIZ  ATION S 

4  For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 

5  under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 

6  as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 

7  preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
g  several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
9  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made 

10  from  fimds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 

11  amended)  :  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bank- 

12  head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000, 

13  of  which  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to 

14  States  and  Territories  without  regard  to  farm  population 

15  and  prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  other- 

16  wise  distributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and 

17  to  entrymen  on  unpatented  public  land ;  title  II  of  the  Bank- 

18  head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000; 

19  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $5,500,000: 

20  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts 

21  shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the 

22  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under 

23  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 
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Act,  1 952(2 1 ) :  Pmvidcd  further,  That  an  additional 
amotm^  net  to  exceed  $20,000,0007  may  ha  borrowed  under 
the  same  terms  and  condh ions  to  the  extent  that  saeh  amount 
is  required  during  hseaf  year  1959  under  the  then  existing 
conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  eonduet  of  the  loan 
program  under  title  44  of  the  Bankhead -Jones  Farm  -Tenant 
Aety  as  amended :  Provided  further,  That  additional  amounts, 
not  to  exceed  $20,000,000,  may  he  borrowed  under  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  additional 
amounts  are  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1959,  under  the 
then  existing  conditions,  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  con¬ 
duct  of  these  programs. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to 
Farmers’  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative 
expenses,  $29,089,500,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to 
exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 
charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of 
section  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  1005  (b)  ) ,  and  section  10  (c)  of 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 


24 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


Office  of  tee  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  (22)$2,943,OQO  $ 3,043,000 . 

Office  of  tee  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical 
and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture;  $2,- 
668,895:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  re¬ 
imbursed  from  applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses 
incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.  S.  C.  1001) . 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized 
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by  Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,359,265,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.  S.  C.  417)  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  thirty  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty  copies  for 
the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part 
2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Year¬ 
book  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  xlct 
of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.  S.  C.  241)  :  Provided,  That 
in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the 
Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  IT.  S.  C.  574) ,  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  C.  55a) . 

Library 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  mem¬ 
bership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications 
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to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to 
subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $772,000. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget 
for  the  fiscal  year  1959  for  such  corporation  or  agency, 
except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 
Hot  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  administrative  and 
operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 
To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 
1957,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938. 
as  amended  (15  U.  S.  C.  713a-l),  $1,760,399,886. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
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activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided ,  That 
not  to  exceed  $35,398,000  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further,  That 
$1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only  to 
expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s 
charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum 
of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  appor¬ 
tioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  time 
as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations: 
Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including 
legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee 
basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improve¬ 
ment,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property  be¬ 
longing  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
he  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 

TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 
Not  to  exceed  $2,125,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 


28 


1  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 

2  The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 

3  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 

4  accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 

5  assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation 

6  of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors 

7  to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquida- 

8  tion  shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  he  paid  into 

9  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

10  Federal  Intermediate  Credit  Banks 

11  Not  to  exceed  $1,693,000  (to  he  computed  on  an 

12  accrual  basis)  of  the  funds  of  the  banks  shall  be  available 

13  for  administrative  expenses  for  the  six  months  ending  De- 

14  cember  31,  1958,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 

15  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  and  serv- 

16  ices  performed  for  the  banks  by  other  Government  agencies 

17  (except  services  and  facilities  furnished  and  examinations 

18  made  by  the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  and  services  per- 

19  formed  by  any  Federal  Reserve  bank  and  by  the  United 

20  States  Treasury  in  connection  with  the  financial  transactions 

21  of  the  banks)  ;  and  said  total  sum  shall  be  exclusive  of 

22  interest  expense,  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a 

23  contract  or  fee  basis,  and  expenses  in  connection  with  the 

24  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  protection, 
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or  disposition  of  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the 
banks  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed 
466  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which  462  shall  be  for  re¬ 
placement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Eoreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.  S.  C.  2131). 

Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee, 
or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission, 
or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  predic¬ 
tion,  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage 
threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to 
future  prices  of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 
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Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  and  July  28,  1954 
(7  U.  S.  O.  427,  1621-1629),  shall  be  available  for  con¬ 
tracting  in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  or  of  the  fimds  available  for  expenditure  by  any 
corporation  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 
publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legis¬ 
lation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1959”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  1,  1958. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk . 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  April  21,  1958. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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distinguished  group.  We  are 
very  glad,  they  are  visiting  the  United 
States.  \^etoe  their  visit  will  have  the 
effect — in  accordance  with  the  policy  an¬ 
nounced  by  our  State  Department — of 
improving  relationshi  [island  under¬ 
standing  between  the  pe&ple.  of  the 
United  States  and  the  people  < 
countries  of  the  world. 


AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT 

ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION.  1959 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  H.R.  11767. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
11767)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Arizona. 

)  The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  with  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

clerk  will  state  the  first  committee 

amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  is  now  under  con¬ 
sideration.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  committee  amendments  be 
)  agreed  to  en  bloc;  that  the  bill  as  thus 
amended  be  considered  as  original  text, 
for  the  purpose  of  amendment;  and  that 
no  points  of  order  be  waived. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Georgia?  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 

The  amendments  agreed  to  en  bloc 
are  as  follows : 

Under  the  heading  "Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture — Title  I — Regular  Activities — Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service,”  on  page  3,  line 
6,  after  the  word  "stations,”  to  strike  out 
.“558,444,890”  and  Insert  “$59,362,390.” 

On  page  3,  at  the  beginning  of  line  14,  to 
strike  out  “$41,732,000”  and  insert  “$47,- 
132,000.” 

On  page  3,  line  20,  after  the  word  “meat,” 
to  strike  out  “meat-food  products,  and  poul¬ 
try,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws 
relating  to  process  or  renovated  butter;  $24,- 
326,000”  and  insert  “and  meat-food  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the 
laws  relating  to  process  or  renovated  butter; 
$17,326,000.” 

Under  the  subhead  “State  Experiment 
Stations,”  on  page  4,  line  7,  after  the  word 
"Agriculture,”  to  strike  out  “$29,853,708” 


and  insert  “$31,053,708,”  and  in  line  10,  after 
the  words  “in  all,”  to  strike  out  “$30,353,- 
1708”  and  Insert  “$31,553,708.” 

Under  the  subhead  "Extension  Service — 
Cooperative  Extension  Work,  Payments  and 
i  Expenses,”  on  page  5,  line  19,  after  “(7  U.  S. 
C.  347a)”,  to  strike  out  “$49,220,000”  and  in- 
isert  "$52,220,000,”  and  in  line  22.  after  the 
!  words  “in  all,”  to  strike  out  "$50,715,000”  and 
insert  "$53,715,000.” 

Under  the  subhead  "Agricultural  Conser¬ 
vation  Program,”  on  page  12,  line  5,  after  the 
word  “community,”  to  insert  a  colon  and 
"Provided,  further.  That  no  change  shall  be 
made  in  such  1959  program  which  will  have 
the  effect,  in  any  county,  of  restricting  eligi¬ 
bility  requirements  or  cost-sharing  on  prac¬ 
tices  included  in  the  1958  program,  unless 
such  change  shall  have  been  recommended 
by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by 
the  State  committee.” 

Under  the  subhead  "Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Service — Marketing  Research  and  Serv¬ 
ice,”  on  page  15,  line  1,  after  the  word  “esti¬ 
mates,”  to  strike  out  "$14,095,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$14,287,000.” 

On  page  15,  line  14,  after  the  word 
“States,”  to  strike  out  “$14,097,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$21,272,000.” 

Under  the  subhead  “School  Lunch  Pro¬ 
gram,”  on  page  16,  at  the  beginning  of  line 
9,  to  strike  out  “$100,000,000”  and  insert 
“$125,000,000”,  and  in  line  11,  after  the  word 
“Act”,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  "Provided 
further,  That  $55,000,000  shall  be  transferred 
to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available 
under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 1935, 
for  purchase  and  distribution  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to 
section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
such  additional  funds  to  be  used  for  the 
general  purposes  of  section  32.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Soil  Bank  Programs — 
Conservation  Reserve  Program,"  on  page  17, 
at  the  beginning  of  line  18,  to  strike  out 
"$250,000,000”  and  insert  "$200,000,000”;  at 
the  beginning  of  line  19,  to  strike  out 
“$15,000,000”  and  insert  "$17,000,000”;  in  line 
20,  after  the  word  “than”,  to  strike  out 
“$12,000,000”  and  insert  "$13,500,000”;  on 
page  18,  line  3,  after  the  word  “of”,  strike 
out  “$300,000,000”  and  insert  “$450,000,000”; 
in  line  9,  after  the  word  "participants”,  to 
strike  out  the  colon  and  " Provided  further. 
That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid 
on  any  contract  where  payments  are  made 
for  land  rental  at  rates  in  excess  of  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  current  value  of  the  land  rented 
or  where  payments  are  made  for  conservation 
practices  in  excess  of  the  average  rate  for 
comparable  practices  under  the  agricultural 
conservation  program”,  and  in  line  15,  after 
the  amendment  Just  above  referred  to,  to 
Insert  a  colon  and  “Provided  further.  That 
in  determining  the  amount  of  rental  pay¬ 
ments  the  Secretary  shall  give  due  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  value  of  the  land  and  the  rental 
value  thereof." 

Under  the  subhead  “Sugar  Act  Program", 
on  page  19,  at  the  beginning  of  line  18,  to 
strike  out  "$71,000,000”  and  insert  “$76,000,- 
000.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Loan  Authoriza¬ 
tions”,  on  page  20,  line  13,  after  the  word 
“program”,  to  strike  out  “$300  million”  and 
insert  “$317  million”,  and  in  line  14,  after 
the  word  “program”,  to  strike  out  “$60  mil¬ 
lion”  and  insert  “$67,500,000.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Farmers'  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration — Loan  Authorizations”,  on 
page  23,  line  1,  after  the  numerals  “1952”, 
to  strike  out  the  colon  and  "Provide  further. 
That  an  additional  amount,  not  to  exceed 
$20  million,  may  be  borrowed  under  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  fiscal 
year  1959  under  the  then  existing  condi¬ 
tions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  con¬ 
duct  of  the  loan  program  under  title  II  of 
the  Bankhead  Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  as 
amended”,  and  in  lieu  thereof  to  Insert 


Provide  further,  That  additional  amounts, 
not  to  exceed  $20  million,  may  be  borrowed 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the 
extent  that  such  additional  amounts  are 
required  during  the  fiscal  year  1959,  under 
the  then  existing  conditions,  for  the  ex¬ 
peditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  these 
programs.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Office  of  the  General 
Counsel — Salaries  and  Expenses”,  on  page 
24,  line  5,  after  the  word  "service”,  to  strike 
out  “$2,943,000”  and  insert  “$3,043,000.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  to  one  item. 

First,  I  wish  to  say  that  I  regret  even 
to  bring  up  this  matter,  because  I  have 
such  high  regard  for  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  and  the  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  subcommittee  who  hear  the 
testimony  and  the  requests  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

But  I  am  concerned  about  an  item  of 
$10  million  for  the  Great  Plains  conserva¬ 
tion  program.  I  mention  this  matter 
for  two  reasons;  First,  I  have  before  me 
a  letter  from  a  former  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  the  for¬ 
mer  chairman  and  ranking  member  of 
its  Committee  on  Agriculture  for  prob¬ 
ably  30  years,  the  Honorable  Clifford  R. 
Hope.  I  wish  to  read  several  paragraphs 
of  his  letter,  as  follows: 

Dear  Frank:  I  have  been  following  the 
Great  Plains  program  rather  closely.  They 
were  a  little  slow  in  getting  it  started,  but 
since  farmers  have  learned  more  about  it 
there  is  quite  a  great  deal  of  interest.  So 
much  so  that  it  seems  to  me  that  the  $10 
million  which  were  Included  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  appropriation  bill  this 
year  will  probably  not  be  nearly  enough  to 
take  care  of  all  the  applications. 

I  have  checked  with  Fred  Sykes  on  this, 
and  also  with  the  area  conservationist  for 
this  area.  They  both  feel  certain  that  the 
applications  will  far  exceed  the  amount  of 
money  available.  This  is  true  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  fact  that  only  31  of  the  62  Kansas 
counties  which  are  eligible  for  the  program 
have  been  included  in  it  so  far.  Just  thought 
I  would  mention  this  to  you  on  the  chance 
that  there  might  be  an  opportunity  to  in¬ 
crease  the  appropriation  when  the  bill  is  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  Senate. 

The  weather  reports  early  this  morning 
were  for  a  40-mile  wind  and  blowing  dust; 
however  by  the  middle  of  the  forenoon  it  was 
snowing,  and  by  noon  it  was  raining — and 
there  is  no  telling  what  it  will  do  next. 

I  am  sending  a  copy  of  this  letter  to  Con¬ 
cordia. 

With  kind  regards,  I  am 
Very  cordially  yours, 

Clifford  R.  Hope. 

I  know  that  the  distinguished  chair, 
man  of  the  subcommittee  made  a  study 
of  this  matter,  and  I  should  be  glad  to 
have  his  state  his  views  regarding  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  of 
course  any  information  I  may  have 
would  be  that  which  was  available  to 
the  Department  approximately  4  weeks 
ago,  when  it  presented  this  matter  to 
the  subcommittee. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Kan¬ 
sas  will  recall  that  last  year  the  Congress 
appropriated  $10  million  for  the  current 
fiscal  year’s  operation  of  the  Great 
Plains  program. 

The  information  we  had  was  to  the 
effect  that,  as  of  the  date  of  the  hear- 
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ings,  the  plans  which  had  been  submitted 
called  for  the  expenditure  of  only  ap¬ 
proximately  $1,100,000  of  the  $10  million. 

Several  members  of  the  subcommittee 
are  greatly  interested  in  the  Great 
Plains  program.  The  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and 
other  Senators  have  always  strongly 
supported  and  promoted  the  legislation 
looking  forward  to  this  super-conserva¬ 
tion  program  in  the  Great  Plains  area. 

The  testimony  of  the  Department  was 
to  the  effect  that  there  would  be  a  con¬ 
siderable  carryover  from  the  $10  million 
which  was  available  in  the  present  year, 
in  addition  to  the  $10  million  which  the 
bill  would  make  available  for  that  work 
during  the  next  year. 

Of  course,  I  know  personally,  and 
have  very  high  regard  for,  the  writer  of 
the  letter  the  Senator  from  Kansas  has 
read.  Former  Representative  Hope  was 
at  one  time  chairman  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture,  and  for  many  years  was  the  rank¬ 
ing  member  of  the  committee;  a  num¬ 
ber  of  pieces  of  legislation  bear  his  name, 
and  other  laws  have  felt  the  impress  of 
his  activities. 

If  sufficient  funds  are  not  available, 
there  are  other  authorizations  which 
would  enable  the  making  of  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  at  a  later  date. 
Of  course,  I  cannot  speak  for  the  com¬ 
mittee  as  to  whether  it  wolud  approve 
such  appropirations. 

I  appreciate  the  very  high  compliment 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  has  paid  the 
subcommittee.  We  do  the  best  we  can 
but  we  have  not  yet  been  able  to  give 
everyone  everything  desired  or  requested 
In  his  field. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  the  statement  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  has  made.  As  he 
well  knows,  this  program  is  a  new  one. 
I  understand  that  the  first  contracts 
were  signed  late  in  December.  So  there 
has  been  only  approximately  3  months’ 
experience  in  obtaining  contracts  under 
the  program. 

I  have  received  the  following  letter 
from  the  State  director  of  the  Great 
Plains  development  program — or  action 
group,  as  it  is  called  in  Kansas : 

Meade  County  Soil 
Conservation  District, 
Meade,  Kans.,  April  17,  1958. 
Frank  Carlson, 

Senator  from  Kansas. 

Dear  Mr.  Carlson:  At  the  national  meet¬ 
ing  in  Minneapolis,  we  were  confident  that 
a  $10  million  annual  Great  Plains  appro¬ 
priation  would  not  be  adequate,  but  that 
was  only  a  guess.  Now  we  know. 

Recent  reports  clearly  show  that  this 
year's  appropriation  will  be  exhausted  be¬ 
fore  June  30.  That’s  $10  million  worth  of 
business  in  the  first  6  months.  The  num¬ 
ber  of  signed  contracts  has  jumped  50  per¬ 
cent  in  the  last  3  weeks. 

The  present  bill  of  $10  million  for  fiscal 
1959  at  the  present  rate  will  be  exhausted 
in  6  months.  We  must  have  at  least  $20 
million  to  keep  the  program  moving  for  a 
year.  Thirty-six  additional  counties  have 
now  applied  for  designation. 

As  chairman  of  the  NASCD  Great  Plains 
action  group  for  Kansas  I  urge  you  to  in¬ 


crease  this  appropriation  for  this  worthwhile 
conservation  program. 

Truly  yours, 

William  H.  Painter, 

Chairman,  Kansas  NASCD  Great  Plains 
Action  Group. 

I  bring  this  matter  up  because  I  have 
read  the  testimony  contained  in  the 
hearings.  I  have  no  doubt  the  commit¬ 
tee  provided  for  every  dollar  which  it 
could  under  the  circumstances.  I  urge 
the  committee,  and  the  Congress,  to 
keep  in  mind  that  if  additional  funds 
are  needed,  there  may  be  an  opportunity 
to  bring  in  supplemental  requests  be¬ 
fore  the  session  ends,  in  order  to  take 
care  of  contracts  that  will  be  submitted, 
based  on  letters  from  Representative 
Hope  and  the  chairman  of  the  Great 
Plains  Action  Group  in  Kansas. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  assure  the  Senator 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  will 
give  careful  consideration  to  any  supple¬ 
mental  requests  that  may  be  made. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  was  interested  in  the 
colloquy.  I  think  the  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  Forestry  should  look  into 
the  situation  somewhat,  because  it  has 
been  reported  there  are  two  rates  of  pay¬ 
ments  for  conservation  work  in  the  area 
covered  by  the  Great  Plains  program. 
In  some  instances  practices  are  per¬ 
mitted  under  the  Great  Plains  program 
that  result  in  a  better  rate  of  payment 
than  is  true  under  the  ACP  program.  If 
that  is  so — and  I  have  not  looked  into 
it  to  know  whether  it  is,  but  I  can  con¬ 
ceive  that  it  would  be  so — it  is  only  nat¬ 
ural  that  farmers  will  sign  up  under  the 
Great  Plains  program  rather  than  under 
the  ACP  program,  if  they  can  get  greater 
payments  for  doing  the  same  thing. 

I  think  there  should  be  some  uniform¬ 
ity  of  payments  under  the  conservation 
reserve,  the  ACP,  and  the  Great  Plains 
programs,  and  also  some  uniformity  of 
practices  under  those  three  programs, 
because  we  cannot  have  them  competing 
with  each  other  to  see  under  which  pro¬ 
gram  a  farmer  can  sign  up  and  get  the 
most.  I  am  not  saying  that  is  the  case 
in  the  Great  Plains  area,  but  I  also  say 
it  could  conceivably  be  the  situation 
there.  I  think  the  committee  should 
make  a  study  of  that  subject,  to  assure 
that  a  farmer  who  signs  up  under  one 
program  will  get  equal  treatment  with 
one  who  signs  up  under  another  program. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  am  in  complete  ac¬ 
cord  with  that  statement.  The  Great 
Plains  program  is  new.  If  changes  are 
to  be  suggested,  we  ought  to  know  of 
them  before  many  contracts  for  10-year 
periods  are  signed.  Under  the  ACP,  an¬ 
nual  contracts  are  entered  into,  which 
would  make  a  great  deal  of  difference. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  We  want  to  make  sure 
we  get  coordination  rather  than  com¬ 
petition. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  hope  the  committee 
will  look  into  the  matter.  These  acts 
all  find  their  parentage  in  the  standing 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
I  hope  the  committee  will  investigate  the 
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matter  and  see  whether  there  is  a  proper 
relationship  between  the  three  programs. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Does  the  act  provide  that 
the  Great  Plains  program  be  extended 
to  certain  States  of  the  country,  such  as 
Kansas,  Texas,  and  Oklahoma;  or  is  it 
general  or  national  in  scope? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  believe  17  States 
in  the  Midwest  are  eligible  under  the 
program. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  term  “Great  Plains” 
means  what  it  implies,  then? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct.  It  is 
my  recollection  the  act  affects  17  of  the 
48  States. 

Mr.  THYE.  Inasmuch  as  it  is  a  new 
program,  and  inasmuch  as  there  is  a 
question  as  to  whether  one  program  al¬ 
lows  greater  compensation  per  acre  than 
another,  if  it  should  prove  to  be  needed 
I  personally  would  support  a  supplemen¬ 
tal  appropriation  at  a  later  time  this 
year,  or  even  a  deficiency  appropriation, 
if  the  need  should  manifest  itself  by  next 
January. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia 
yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  printed  report 
of  the  hearings  on  this  bill  contains, 
on  pages  1065-1068,  letters  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
[Mr.  Hayden]  from  Representatives 
Baldwin  and  Teague  of  California,  Rep¬ 
resentative  Jenkins,  of  Ohio,  and  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Bricker].  These  letters  concern 
pilot  watershed  projects  authorized  in 
the  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1954.  Financing  of  these  pilot 
projects  during  the  coming  fiscal  year  is 
included  in  this  bill  under  the  watershed- 
protection  item  for  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service.  These  letters  make  representat¬ 
ions  that  local  flood-control  districts 
sponsoring  2  projects  in  California  and 
a  conservancy  district  sponsoring  a  simi¬ 
lar  project  in  Ohio  are  being  required 
to  bear  a  larger  percentage  of  the  con¬ 
struction  costs  of  flood-control  improve¬ 
ments  than  is  required  on  any  other  of 
some  60  projects  included  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  They  point  out  that  the  local 
organizations  are  currently  providing 
funds  to  the  limit  of  their  tax-raising 
authority.  They  ask  for  a  readjustment 
in  cost  sharing  so  that  the  Federal  funds 
will  be  made  available  in  at  least  the 
same  ratio  to  construction  costs  as  the 
average  for  other  projects  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  They  note,  moreover,  that  these 
projects  are  in  areas  of  critical  unem¬ 
ployment. 

I  find,  on  pages  458-459  of  the  hear¬ 
ings,  that  Department  witnesses  were 
questioned  on  this  matter.  They  testi¬ 
fied,  in  substance  that,  if  a  readjustment 
in  cost  sharing  were  made,  no  additional 
funds  would  be  required  in  the  1959  ap¬ 
propriation. 

Now  I  should  like  to  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Georgia,  first,  if, 
in  his  opinion,  the  Department  has  the 
authority  to  make  an  adjustment  to  pro- 
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vide  greater  equity  in  cost  sharing  among 
the  pilot  watersheds.  Such  action  would 
permit  acceleration  of  construction, 
thereby  aiding  in  the  relief  of  unemploy¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  This  matter  was  in¬ 
vestigated  at  some  length  in  the  com¬ 
mittee.  The  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  full  Committee  on  Appropriations 
expressed  interest  in  some  adjustment 
of  the  very  unusual  situation  which  has 
arisen  with  respect  to  the  three  projects. 
We  discussed  it  with  the  witnesses  from 
the  Department  when  they  were  before 
the  committee.  The  departmental  wit¬ 
nesses  testified  they  had  authority  to 
make  adjustments  and  had  authority  to 
make  a  contribution  of  a  larger  per¬ 
centage  of  Federal  participation  in  the 
three  projects.  They  stated  that  the 
legislative  history  of  the  original  60 
projects,  which,  of  course,  found  their 
origin  in  the  appropriation  bill  rather 
than  In  general  legislation,  indicated, 
particularly  in  the  other  body,  a  desire 
that  the  cost-sharing  be  limited  to  50 
percent  of  Federal  participation.  I  have 
investigated  the  list  of  the  projects.  I 
have  found  Federal  participation  runs 
anywhere  from  20  to  75  or  80  percent  on 
the  various  projects,  but  the  overall  par¬ 
ticipation  is  about  50  percent.  It  is  my 
opinion  that  the  Department  would 
have  authority  to  make  adjustment 
with  respect  to  these  specific  projects. 
It  may  have  some  impact  on  other  proj¬ 
ects,  but  the  Department  undoubtedly 
would  have  the  authority  to  do  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  should  like  to  invite 
the  attention  of  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  and  the  Senate  to  the  lan¬ 
guage  which  appears  in  the  House  re¬ 
port,  and  the  interpretation  placed  on 
that  language  by  the  Senate  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  by  the  Senate  with  regard  to 
the  export  program  as  it  applies  to  corn 
and  small  grain. 

On  page  8  of  the  .House  committee  re¬ 
port  we  find  the  following  language: 

The  committee  would  point  out  that  sec¬ 
tion  201  (a)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1956,  contains  the  following  direc¬ 
tive: 

‘‘The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall, 
as  rapidly  as  possible,  consistent  with  its  ex¬ 
isting  authority,  the  operation  of  the  price- 
support  program,  and  orderly  liquidation, 
dispose  of  all  stocks  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  held  by  it.” 

That  directive  is  clear,  and  the  substitu¬ 
tion  of  any  program  for  competitive  sales 
which  did  less  than  that  called  for  would  not 
be  in  line  with  the  intent  of  the  act  and 
would,  therefore,  be  illegal. 

In  the  Senate  committee  report  on 
page  5,  under  a  subhead,  “Combined 
competitive  bid  sales  and  export  subsidy 
program  for  corn  and  other  feed  grains,” 
we  find  this  language: 

The  report  of  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee  on  the  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  1959  argues  insistently  that 
competitive  bid  sales  for  export  on  not  only 
cotton  but  other  commodities  should  be  con¬ 
tinued  if  export  subsidy  programs  are  under¬ 
taken. 


If  this  advice  were  to  be  followed,  it  would 
mean  that  the  Department  would  have  to 
continue  to  offer  for  sale  on  a  competitive-bid 
basis  for  export  not  only  cotton  but  also  corn 
and  other  feed  grains  while  at  the  same  time 
carrying  out  the  President’s  direction  in  his 
veto  message  on  Senate  Joint  Resolution  162 
that  export  subsidies  in  kind  be  paid  on 
these  commodities. 

Such  a  combination  program  Just  would 
not  work  for  corn  and  other  feed  grains. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  directing  my  col¬ 
loquy  solely  to  the  subject  of  corn  and 
other  feed  grains,  with  no  relationship 
to  the  cotton  program  whatsoever. 

CCC  stocks  of  these  grains  are  so  large 
that  an  export  subsidy  would  be  relatively 
ineffective  if  the  export  trade  had  to  com¬ 
pete  with  the  Government  for  foreign  mar¬ 
kets.  In  order  for  this  export  subsidy  pro¬ 
gram  to  work,  the  trade  has  to  carry  stocks 
which  it  can  export.  If  the  trade  were  to 
be  faced  with  the  huge  stocks  held  by  CCC 
for  export,  it  would  not  know  what  kind  of 
a  position  to  take.  These  uncertainties 
would  certainly  add  up  to  tremendous  con¬ 
fusion  and  probably  little  in  the  way  of 
beneficial  effects. 

I  simply  wish  to  establish  for  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  with  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  fact  that  the  position  of  the 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural 
Appropriations  in  this  connection  is  two¬ 
fold.  In  the  first  place,  we  did  not  hold 
any  hearings  on  this  very  complicated 
subject.  We  felt  that  by  attempting  to 
rewrite  the  legislation  or  by  establish¬ 
ing  a  directive  in  such  an  area  we  would 
be  invading  the  jurisdiction  of  the  re¬ 
spective  legislative  committees  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  in  the  field  of  ag¬ 
riculture. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing  of  the  position  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  We  did  not  approve  of  the 
House  position,  nor  did  we  adopt  the 
position  of  the  Department. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  were  of  the  opin¬ 
ion  that  there  was  an  overall  matter  of 
policy  which  would  have  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  standing  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  And  we  at  no  time  ap¬ 
proved  of  the  language.  We  did  not  con¬ 
cur  in  the  language.  We  did  not  try  to 
establish  a  selling  mechanism  of  our 
own.  For  the  information  of  Senators, 
we  had  printed  the  position  and  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  the  Department. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing  of  the  position  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Therefore,  it  could  not 
be  construed  that  by  the  committee  re¬ 
ports  we  were  establishing  a  barrier  to 
the  type  of  program  which  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  is  endeavoring  to 
operate  and  which  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  endeavoring  to  operate  by 
utilizing  payments  in  kind.  We  say  that 
if  there  is  to  be  any  legislative  man¬ 
date  in  that  area  of  activity,  it  is  some¬ 
thing  which  should  grow  out  of  a  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  the  legislative  commit- 
fee. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  Is  my  under¬ 
standing  of  the  position  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  First,  I  wish  to 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  for  bringing 
this  item  to  the  attention  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  for  developing  the  legislative 
history. 

Let  me  see  if  I  correctly  understand 
the  matter.  Neither  the  language  in  the 
House  committee  report  nor  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  Senate  committee  report 
shall  be  controlling,  but  rather  the  De¬ 
partment  shall  be  on  its  own  in  terms  of 
proceeding  with  the  announced  position 
of  the  President  in  the  veto  message 
with  regard  to  an  export  program,  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  subsidies  in  kind.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  understand 
that  the  Senate  committee  took  any  po¬ 
sition  on  the  matter. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understand. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  undertook  to  de¬ 
monstrate  in  the  report  that  we  did  not 
concur  with  the  long  recommendations 
of  the  House.  We  set  forth  the  views 
of  the  Department,  and  said  that  the 
matter  of  the  export  policy  was  some¬ 
thing  to  be  directed  by  the  standing  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
correct 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  did  not  feel  that 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  should 
undertake  to  approve  or  disapprove  of 
the  present  program,  or  of  the  program 
proposed. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
correct.  Am  I  correct  in  interpreting 
what  the  Senator  has  just  said,  and 
what  the  reports  state,  to  mean  that  this 
action  in  no  way  bars  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  from  proceeding  with  an  ex¬ 
port  program  with  subsidies  in  kind? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  we  did  not  in¬ 
tend  to  do  that,  any  more  than  we  in¬ 
tended  to  bind  them  to  the  program  car¬ 
ried  on  in  the  past. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Which  is  precisely  my 
reason,  if  the  Senator  will  permit  me 
to  say  so,  for  raising  the  question  with 
respect  to  legislative  history.  The  House 
report  did  enter  into  the  field,  and  I 
wanted  it  particularly  made  clear  that 
we  did  not  concur  and  did  not  establish 
any  restraining  order. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senate  commit¬ 
tee,  in  my  opinion,  would  not  have  gone 
into  the  matter  at  all,  nor  would  it  have 
directed  any  parts  of  its  report  to  it, 
had  it  not  been  for  the  fact  that  the 
House  dealt  with  the  matter  in  lenghy 
terms.  We  did  not  wish  to  approve  what 
the  House  directed,  nor  did  we  com¬ 
pletely  adopt  the  policy  set  forth  in  the 
President’s  veto  message. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  We  went  even  further. 
We  say  in  our  report  that  we  believe 
language  of  this  kind  is  an  intrusion 
into  areas  reserved  for  legislative  com¬ 
mittees. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Indeed.  That  was, 
in  brief,  the  position  of  the  committee. 
If  we  had  thought  the  matter  was  with¬ 
in  our  jurisdiction,  we  would  have  taken 
a  very  firm  position  on  it. 
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Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  On  one  side  or  the 
other.  We  would  have  conducted 
lengthy  hearings.  We  would  have  heard 
witnesses  and  attempted  to  establish 
what  in  our  opinion  was  the  proper 
policy.  We  did  not  deal  with  the  matter 
because  we  did  not  believe  it  was  within 
our  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  language  on 
page  6  of  the  Senate  report,  in  the  2 
paragraphs  at  the  top  of  the  page, 
states: 

There  are  no  better  grain  salesmen  alive 
than  those  in  the  commercial  export  busi¬ 
ness,  and  they  will  do  a  good  job  of  main¬ 
taining  and  creating  foreign  markets  if  the 
relatively  simple  mechanism  of  an  export 
subsidy  can  place  them  in  competition  from 
a  price  standpoint. 

The  subsidy-in-kind  program  for  wheat 
has  worked  well.  There  is  no  reason  to  be¬ 
lieve  it  cannot  work  effectively  on  corn  and 
other  feed  grains  if  it  is  permitted  to  do  so. 

That  happens  to  be  the  view  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota.  While 
I  realize  the  report  does  not  either  ap¬ 
plaud  or  reject - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  was  the  view  of 
some  members  of  the  committee,  as  in¬ 
dividuals. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  But  the  committee  as 
a  committee  did  not  take  any  position  on 
the  matter.  We  included  the  language 
so  that  the  Members  of  the  Senate  might 
have  the  contrary  view  to  that  which  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  House  committee  report. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  for  the  helpfulness  of  the  Senate 
subcommittee  of  which  the  Senator  is 
chairman  in  bringing  this  matter  to  our 
attention  again.  I  surely  want  to  en¬ 
courage  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  proceed  with  a  program  of  export,  and 
export  subsidies  in  kind. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  also  wish  to  encour¬ 
age  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
move  fast  and  to  move  definitely  in  the 
direction  of  a  program  which  has  demon¬ 
strated  its  capacity  to  utilize  American 
agricultural  products  abroad,  conse¬ 
quently  decreasing  the  supplies  and 
thereby  increasing  the  price  for  such 
products  at  home. 

In  order  that  the  report  may  be 
abundantly  clear  for  those  who  read  it, 
Mr.  President,  may  I  point  out  that  the 
very  fact  that  we  did  not  concur  should 
be  abundant  evidence  to  those  who  read 
the  Record  that  we  are  not  joining  in 
the  language  of  the  House,  because  with 
regard  to  those  measures  where  we  did 
find  ourselves  “sympatico”  with  the 
House,  we  specifically  concurred. 

For  instance,  on  page  2,  with  regard  to 
the  agricultural  conservation  program, 
we  say  in  the  report: 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  com¬ 
mittee’s  commendation. 

Our  silence  certainly  does  not  indicate 
concurrence.  When  we  concurred  we 
concurred  in  print.  I  want  that  specifi¬ 
cally  in  the  Record  in  this  instance,  to 
show  we  did  not  concur. 


Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  ? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  North  Dakota, 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  invite  the  attention  of 
the  distinguished  chairman  to  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  report  on  page  2,  reading 
as  follows: 

Allocating  and  Reporting  op  Agricultural 
Expenditures 

The  committee  does  not  feel  that  the  De¬ 
partment  performs  an  adequate  job  of  allo¬ 
cating  and  reporting  on  program  expendi¬ 
tures.  This  is  particularly  the  case  in  regard 
to  price-support  and  foreign-aid  programs 
administered  by  the  Department.  Other 
large  amounts  should  be  classified  and  re¬ 
ported  as  consumer  benefits. 

The  committee  requests  the  Secretary  to 
restudy  this  matter  and  report  his  findings 
and  recommendations  to  the  committee  early 
in  the  next  session  of  the  Congress. 

Does  the  chairman  feel  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  will  come  for¬ 
ward  with  a  different  budget  next  year, 
which  will  more  accurately  reflect  the 
cost  of  price  support  and  other  farm 
programs?  When  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  appeared  before  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
earlier  this  year,  he  listed  under  the 
broad  headline  of  “Price  Supports”  such 
things  as  school  lunch,  famine  relief  for 
foreign  countries,  food  packages  distrib¬ 
uted  by  religious  organizations  and 
CARE,  as  well  as  drought  relief. 

Under  the  drought  relief  program 
there  was  $17  million  of  hay  provided  for 
the  drought-stricken  farmers,  mostly 
cattle  raisers.  There  is  no  price  support 
on  hay  at  all,  but  still  this  program  is 
listed  as  a  price-support  operation. 

Does  the  Senator  feel  that  such  pro¬ 
grams  should  not  be  charged  to  the  price- 
support  program? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  For  several  years  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  has  undertaken  to  correct  this  situ¬ 
ation,  which  is  manifestly  unfair  to  the 
farmers  of  the  United  States,  who  have 
charged  up  to  them,  in  appropriations 
for  the  benefit  of  farmers,  almost  every 
conceivable  item,  from  foreign  aid  to  the 
protection  of  the  health  of  all  the  con¬ 
suming  public  in  the  United  States. 

Up  until  now  we  have  not  been  able  to 
secure  the  sympathetic  cooperation  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  this  field. 

I  understand  that  the  standing  com¬ 
mittee  has  made  some  study  of  the  sub¬ 
ject,  and  that  it  indicated  that,  of  the 
$1,760,000,000  in  this  bill  to  restore  the 
capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  only  $786,500,000 
is  directly  chargeable  to  losses  in  con¬ 
nection  with  price  supports. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Much  of  this  really 
should  be  charged  to  foreign  aid. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Indeed.  More  than 
$500  million  goes  for  food  donations  for 
domestic  and  foreign  aid,  and  for  emer¬ 
gency  feed  assistance.  About  $500  mil¬ 
lion  goes  to  storage,  transportation,  and 
related  expenditures.  I  do  not  have  the 
exact  figures  before  me,  but  it  is  my  rec¬ 
ollection  that  under  Public  Law  480, 
some  $1  billion  of  losses  have  been  in¬ 
curred  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
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poration  in  connection  with  shipments 
abroad  of  agricultural  commodities, 
which  certainly  constitutes  an  important 
part  of  the  foreign-assistance  program. 

Nevertheless,  such  operations  are  not 
charged  up  to  international  relations. 
If  we  appropriate  funds  for  the  State 
Department,  or  for  any  subdivision  of 
the  State  Department,  it  is  called  foreign 
aid.  But  if  we  appropriate  funds  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  such  appro¬ 
priations  are  charged  up  to  the  farmers 
of  the  United  States,  and  made  to  appear 
as  a  part  of  the  great  burden  of  sup¬ 
porting  the  agricultural  economy. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  If  we  did  not  have  any 
farm  surplus  disposal  program  at  all,  we 
would  still  be  giving  many  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  some  relief  in  the  form  of  food. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Even  before  we  had 
a  price  support  program,  this  country 
always  contributed  generously  to  the 
peoples  of  the  world  everywhere  in  times 
of  great  distress.  I  do  not  know  to  what 
program  the  relief  was  charged  back  in 
the  days  of  the  potato  famine  in  Ireland, 
which  happened  more  than  100  years 
ago,  but  we  sent  food  over  there  then. 
However,  we  did  not  have  this  convenient 
vehicle  of  the  price  support  program  by 
means  of  which  to  charge  it  up .  to 
farmers. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Unfortunately,  now 
practically  all  the  assistance  we  give  to 
foreign  countries  in  the  form  of  food  is 
charged  up  to  agriculture,  and  the  aver¬ 
age  person  in  America  today  believes 
that  these  large  expenditures  are  given 
as  cash  subsidies  to  farmers,  when  at 
least  $1  billion  or  $1%  billion  is  actually 
in  the  form  of  assistance  to  foreign 
countries. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
if  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  has 
concluded. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  have  one  further  item. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  listed 
as  expenditures  all  the  loans  to  REA, 
RTA,  and  FHA.  The  REA  has  almost  a 
100  percent  repayment  record,  yet  all 
such  loans  are  listed  as  expenditures.  I 
am  hoping  that  the  Department,  when  it 
comes  forward  with  its  budget  the  next 
time,  will  at  least  make  a  notation  that 
there  is  a  repayment  record  of  almost 
100  percent  in  connection  with  these 
loans. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  same  is  true  with 
respect  to  part  of  the  programs  under 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration.  It 
is  particularly  true  of  the  tenant  pur¬ 
chase  activity.  That  program  has  never 
shown  a  dime  of  loss  to  the  Federal 
Treasury.  There  is  really  a  profit  on 
such  loans. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  It  is  amazing,  because 
most  of  the  loans  are  made  to  people 
who  cannot  obtain  credit  elsewhere. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  It  is  also  true,  is  it  not, 
that  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
are  paying  for  military  base  construc¬ 
tion?  That  is  the  case  in  Spain.  Surplus 
wheat  and  oil  go  to  Spain  to  establish 
credit  for  the  United  States,  which  is 
used  in  paying  for  bases  over  there. 
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The  latest  figures  which  I  have  seen 
indicate  that  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  to  the  extent  of  some  $187  mil¬ 
lion  had  been  used  to  pay  for  military 
construction  in  Spain.  That  is  a  de¬ 
fense  measure,  but  it  was  charged  to  the 
agricultural  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  same  thing  is 
true  of  a  considerable  number  of  housing 
projects  in  France,  to  house  military 
personnel.  They  were  paid  for  with 
agricultural  commodities.  Such  expend¬ 
itures,  at  least  in  the  public's  mind,  are 
not  charged  up  to  the  defense  program, 
but  they  are  charged  to  the  agricultural 
program. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  is  entirely 
correct. 

Lard  and  fat  from  our  surplus  stocks 
went  to  Finland  and  established  a  credit 
to  the  United  States,  to  pay  for  lumber 
and  labor  which  went  into  prefabricated 
housing,  which  was  shipped  back  to 
France  to  serve  as  housing  for  military 
personnel.  Ultimately  such  expendi¬ 
tures  are  listed  as  a  subsidy  to  agricul¬ 
ture,  and  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  the 
support  program,  and  the  taxpayer  im¬ 
mediately  looks  upon  the  farm  program 
)  as  another  terrific  drain  on  the  Treas¬ 
ury.  That  is  the  reason  I  mention  the 
subject. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  and  also 
the  minority  member,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  for  coming  forward  with  a  most 
constructive  appropriation  bill  for  agri¬ 
culture.  Because  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  and  his  associates  on  the 
subcommittee  did  such  an  effective  job, 
when  the  bill  came  before  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  it  was  able  to  approve  it  in  every 
detail,  because  the  subcommittee  had 
prepared  the  way.  The  hearings  had 
been  complete,  and  every  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  subcommittee  was  in  balance 
with  what  the  program  needed,  to  such 
a  degree  that  there  was  very  little  left 
for  those  of  us  who  did  not  serve  on  the 
subcommittee  to  suggest. 

I  particularly  commend  the  members 
o(  the  subcommittee  for  the  increases 
made  available  for  plant  and  animal 
disease  and  pest  control.  The  bill 
would  greatly  aid  in  stepping  up  the 
eradication  program  in  connection  with 
brucellosis,  and  also  in  connection  with 
some  of  the  other  programs  in  the  plant 
field. 

The  subcommittee  is  to  be  highly  com¬ 
mended  for  developing  a  very  fine  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Minnesota.  No 
Member  of  this  body  is  a  harder  fighter 
for  justice  for  the  American  farmer  than 
is  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota,  and  I  am  delighted  that  the  bill 
meets  with  his  approval. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  In  the  bill  as  passed 
by  the  House,  under  the  item  covering 
funds  for  poultry  inspection,  the  House 
provided  $7  million,  by  transferring  the 
amount  of  the  estimate  from  the  Agri¬ 


cultural  Marketing  Service,  and  by  rec¬ 
ommending  the  combination  of  the  meat 
and  poultry  inspections.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  committee  in  re¬ 
porting  the  bill,  adopted  the  suggestion 
made  by  several  poultry  organizations 
throughout  the  country,  that  the  poul¬ 
try  inspection  be  kept  in  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service,  as  proposed  in  the 
budget  request,  and  in  line  with  the 
legislative  history  of  the  enactment  of 
the  mandatory  Poultry  Inspection  Act. 
Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  Is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  distinguished  Senator  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  committee  when  he 
heard  that  these  two  items  had  been 
combined  in  the  other  body.  He  was 
generally  supported  by  the  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  poultry  industry,  and  had 
the  cooperation  of  other  Senators  who 
had  participated  in  the  writing  of  the 
Poultry  Inspection  Act.  He  pointed  out 
that  it  would  be  most  unfortunate,  in  the 
first  year  of  the  operation  of  the  act,  to 
go  contrary  to  the  express  legislative  in¬ 
tent  of  that  act. 

The  committee  therefore  separated  the 
items,  leaving  the  meat  inspection  in  the 
Agricultural  Research  Administration, 
and  putting  the  poultry  inspection  in  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  activity,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  new  act. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  appreciate  that 
very  much,  and  thank  the  committee  for 
handling  the  matter  in  this  way.  I  say 
that  because  to  have  done  otherwise 
would  have  been  a  breach  of  faith  on  the 
part  of  Congress  with  the  poultry  indus¬ 
try,  due  to  the  fact  that  the  industry 
had  indorsed  the  bill  on  that  basis,  with 
that  understanding.  The  bill  does  not 
go  into  effect  until  January  1st  on  a 
mandatory  basis,  and  not  until  next 
month  on  an  optional  basis.  I  believe 
that  this  is  a  much  better  way  of  han¬ 
dling  the  matter.  It  is  in  accord  with  the 
intention  of  the  original  bill.  I  thank 
the  committee  for  the  support  not  only 
of  my  views  but  of  those  of  the  indus¬ 
try  as  a  whole. 

In  order  not  to  take  too  much  time,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  brief  state¬ 
ment  I  have  prepared  on  the  subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Williams 

Last  year  when  Congress  enacted  lor  the 
first  time  a  mandatory  poultry  inspection 
bill,  the  poultry  organizations  and  the  farm 
organizations  were  unanimous  in  recom¬ 
mending  that  the  poultry-inspection  service 
should  remain  under  the  Poultry  Division  of 
the  Agriculture  Marketing  Service,  which  di¬ 
vision  for  years  prior  thereto  had  conducted 
the  poultry  inspection  on  a  voluntary  basis. 

The  reasons  for  this  request  by  the  poultry 
organizations  to  keep  this  inspection  service 
in  the  Poultry  Division  were: 

1.  A  strong  feeling  by  the  poultrymen 
that  poultry  as  a  farm  product  was  impor¬ 
tant  enough  to  rate  its  own  division. 

2.  The  Poultry  Division  of  the  Agriculture 
Marketing  Service  has  for  the  past  several 
years  handled  all  poultry  inspection  and 
thereby  not  only  is  better  qualified  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  operations  but  also  has  in  the 
field  a  series  of  regulations  understood  by 
the  industry. 

3.  When  Congress  enacted  the  mandatory 
poultry  inspection  bill  last  year  we  over¬ 


whelmingly  rejected  both  in  the  Agriculture 
Committees  and  in  the  Senate  the  sug¬ 
gestion  from  some  quarters  that  this  inspec¬ 
tion  service  for  poultry  be  placed  in  the 
red  meat  inspection  division.  It  was  with 
the  definite  understanding  that  the  poultry 
inspection  service  was  to  remain  under  the 
6ame  division  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  as  it  had  been  prior  thereto,  that 
the  farmers  endorsed  the  mandatory  inspec¬ 
tion  bill,  and  for  Congress  now  by  indirec¬ 
tion  to  transfer  this  inspection  service  to 
the  red-meat  section  would  be  a  breach  of 
faith  on  our  part. 

The  mandatory  poultry  inspection  law 
goes  into  full  effect  on  January  1.  1959;  how¬ 
ever,  on  an  optional  basis  after  May  1,  1958, 
any  plant  can  qualify  and  begin  operating 
under  the  inspection  service. 

This  optional  date  is  only  30  days  hence, 
and  many  plants  throughout  the  country 
either  have  already  qualified  or  are  in  the 
process  of  meeting  the  qualifications.  Regu¬ 
lations  are  in  the  field,  and  for  months  the 
industry  has  been  becoming  acquainted  with 
these  regulations;  and  to  make  this  change 
as  suggested  in  the  House  bill  would  not 
only  be  a  breach  of  faith  but  also  unques¬ 
tionably  seriously  disrupt  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  the  mandatory  Inspection  bill. 

I  compliment  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  for  transferring  this  $7  million 
appropriation  back  to  the  Poultry  Division 
of  the  Agriculture  Marketing  Service,  where 
it  has  always  been  and  where  it  should  re¬ 
main  and  where  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  on  record  as  requesting  that  it  remain. 
considerations  involved  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  OF  THE  POULTRY  PRODUCTS  INSPECTION 

ACT  BY  THE  AGRICUTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 

The  assignment  of  responsibility  for  ad¬ 
ministering  the  Poultry  Products  Inspection 
Act  was  given  very  careful  consideration  by 
the  Department  prior  to  and  following  the 
enactment  of  the  act.  There  are  several  basic 
reasons  for  assigning  this  activity  to  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service;  namely: 

1.  An  excellent  permissive  inspection  pro¬ 
gram,  developed  by  the  Poultry  Division,  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Marketing  Service,  has  been  serv¬ 
icing  industry  for  better  than  a  quarter  of 
a  century.  ,  The  present  employees,  consti¬ 
tuting  abotit  one-half  of  the  estimated 
needed  employment  for  the  new  program, 
will  constitute  the  basic  corps  for  staffing 
the  mandatory  program. 

2.  The  Poultry  Division,  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Service,  is  staffed  by  excellent,  well- 
qualified  administrative  and  technical  per¬ 
sonnel  serving  this  and  other  poultry  pro¬ 
grams,  wherein  a  natural  community  of  in¬ 
terest  exists,  and  is  fully  conscious  of  public 
health  responsibilities. 

•3.  The  administrative  servicing  of  the 
poultry  inspection  program  is  performed  by 
personnel  servicing  this  program  among 
many  other  programs  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service,  such  as  other  commodity 
grading  and  Inspection  programs. 

4.  Transition  from  the  permissive  program 
to  the  mandatory  program  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  with  a  minmum  of  confusion  and 
cost  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
because  of  its  responsibilities  for  the  volun¬ 
tary  inspection  program,  as  well  as  other 
related  activities. 

5.  The  assignment  of  the  administrative 
responsibility  for  this  program  was  taken  up 
in  considerable  detail  by  the  various  legis¬ 
lative  committees  of  the  Congress  before 
the  legislation  was  enacted.  This  was  dis¬ 
cussed  very  fully  by  the  various  committees 
because  there  were  numerous  bills  intro¬ 
duced  in  both  Houses  of  Congress  which 
would  have  assigned  this  responsibility  to 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service.  The 
conclusion  after  consideration  of  the  senti¬ 
ment  and  evidence  presented  at  that  time 
was  that  the  assignment  of  this  activity 
should  be  left  discretionary  with  the  Secre¬ 
tary. 
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6.  The  poultry  Industry  is  a  separate  in¬ 
dustry  dealing  basically  with  a  different  cli¬ 
entele  than  that  involved  in  the  meat  in- 
pection  program. 

7.  Poultry  plants  are  generally  concen¬ 
trated  in  different  geographical  locations 
than  red  meat  packing  plants.  Therefore, 
the  opportunity  for  combining  supervisory 
functions  is  limited. 

8.  Separate  staffs  of  inspectors  are  neces¬ 
sary  since  inspectors  must  be  located  in 
plants  in  sufficient  numbers  to  provide  for 
proper  post  mortem  and  ante  mortem  in¬ 
spection  procedures,  with  post  mortem  on 
a  carcass -by-carcass  basis  as  required  by  the 
law.  It  is  essential  that  veterinarian  super¬ 
visors  be  provided  in  close  proximity  to 
operating  plants. 

9.  Presently,  of  approximately  350  plants 
operating  under  the  voluntary  poultry  in¬ 
spection  program,  in  which  about  270  are 
processing  poultry  from  live  to  ready-to-cook 
form,  better  than  185  are  also  using  the  vol¬ 
untary  grading  program.  Under  the  two 
programs  presently  personnel  are  cross  li¬ 
censed  to  perform  both  functions  to  the 
fullest  extent  possible.  There  are  poten¬ 
tially  greater  savings  to  Government  and 
industry  through  combining  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  these  2  programs  than  might  be  af¬ 
fected  through  the  administration  of  the  2 
inspection  programs  by  1  agency. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Of  course  I  know 
that  the  Senator  from  Georgia  knows 
how  appreciative  I  am,  and  how  ap¬ 
preciative  all  our  people  in  Florida  are, 
of  his  sympathetic  attention  to  our  agri¬ 
cultural  problems;  and  all  of  us  know 
that  he  is  equally  sympathetic  and 
equally  fair  toward  agriculture  through¬ 
out  the  United  States. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  several  questions  with  reference 
to  three  items  in  the  pending  bill,  which 
I  should  like  to  have  mentioned  in  the 
debate. 

First  I  refer  to  the  item  found  at  page 
7  of  the  committee  report,  in  the  item 
designated  (7),  which  appropriates  $50,- 
000  for  naval  stores  research. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  knows  more  about  this  field  than  per¬ 
haps  any  other  Senator.  His  own  State 
is  the  producer  of  about  70  percent  of 
all  the  naval  stores  of  the  Nation. 

It  seems  to  me  that  perhaps  it  would 
be  wise  for  us  to  show  in  the  Record 
affirmatively  just  what  this  item  covers, 
since  it  represents  somewhat  of  a  de¬ 
parture  from  the  usual  and  main  pro¬ 
duction  research  methods,  and  so  forth, 
which  have  been  practiced  so  helplessly 
by  the  research  stations  up  to  this  time. 

Will  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  give  us  his  views  as  to  what  the 
$50,000  item  covers? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  As  I  understand,  the 
$50,000  is  to  be  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  undertaking  a  program  of  re¬ 
search  which  will  result  in  a  wider  usage 
and  a  greater  utilization  of  the  products 
and  byproducts  of  the  raw  gum  that 
flows  from  the  tree.  That  was  the  orig¬ 
inal  basis  of  the  term  “naval  stores,”  and 
the  only  source  of  naval  stores  that  we 
had  for  several  hundred  years. 

Those  who  are  interested  in  this  in¬ 
dustry  appeared  before  the  committee 
and  stated  that  the  naval  stores  research 


station  at  Olustee,  Fla.,  had  contributed 
greatly  to  the  means  of  harvesting  the 
gum,  and  had  developed  acids  which 
brought  down  the  gum  in  larger  quan¬ 
tities  than  had  been  known  heretofore, 
and  had  developed  improved  cups  for 
gathering  the  gum. 

However,  they  said  adequate  research 
had  not  been  had  which  would  enable 
this  industry,  which  is  one  of  the  oldest, 
if  not  the  oldest,  export  industries  of  this 
continent,  to  keep  pace  with  synthetics 
and  with  gums  that  were  collected  from 
pine  trees  processed  by  the  paper  mills. 

Therefore,  the  purpose  of  this  item  is 
to  inaugurate  a  program  of  research  that 
will  develop  new  uses  and  a  wider  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  the  raw  gum  which  flows  from 
the  pine  trees. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senatpr.  He  has  very  clearly 
shown  for  the  Record  just  what  the 
subcommittee,  headed  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Georgia,  had  in 
mind  in  supplying  this  additional  item. 
I  may  say  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia  is  himself  entitled  to  the 
major  part  of  the  credit  for  this  item,  in 
which  the  rest  of  us  on  the  committee 
gladly  supported  the  Senator. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  was  very  glad  to 
make  the  motion  with  regard  to  the  item, 
but  I  know  that  every  member  of  the 
subcommittee  was  greatly  impressed 
with  the  need  for  the  item. 

Mr.  HOT  I  .AND.  Another  item  to 
which  I  should  like  to  make  reference 
is  an  item  which  could  not  appear  in 
the  budget  because  the  cold  weather 
from  which  my  State  suffered  came  long 
after  the  budget  had  been  drawn  and 
produced  some  problems  so  unusual  that 
they  justified  the  committee — and  I  am 
sure  the  committee  so  felt — in  including 
the  items  that  I  shall  mention. 

I  refer  to  item  No.  5  on  page  7  of  the 
committee  report.  It  is  an  item  of 
$140,000  for  cold-hardiness  research  on 
citrus. 

I  know  that  $140,000  was  allowed,  al¬ 
though  the  combined  citrus  industry  in 
the  States  of  California,  Arizona,  Texas, 
and  Florida  would  have  liked  to  have 
had  a  somewhat  larger  amount. 

Am  I  correct  in  my  understanding  that 
this  is  the  amount  shown  by  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Peterson, 
as  the  appropriate  amount  which  could 
be  properly  utilized  in  this  important 
project  in  the  fiscal  year  for  which  we 
are  providing,  1959? 

Mr. 'RUSSELL.  If  I  recall  correctly, 
the  gentlemen  representing  the  citrus- 
producing  States,  in  their  appearance  be¬ 
fore  the  committee,  suggested  the  sum 
of  $185,000  to  carry  on  this  work.  When 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
Mr.  Peterson,  who  is  in  charge  of  the 
work,  was  before  the  committee,  he  was 
asked,  I  believe  by  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Florida,  as  to  that 
amount  the  Department  thought  would 
be  necessary  to  carry  on  and  expand  the 
research  to  develop  a  type  of  nursery 
stock  in  the  citrus  industry  which  would 
have  a  greater  resistance  to  cold. 

At  the  request  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  Florida,  Mr.  Peterson  submitted  a 
complete  breakdown,  which  indicated 
that  $140,1)00  could  be  properly  expended 
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in  this  field,  and  suggested  that  that  sum 
was  adequate. 

As  I  recall  the  division  of  funds,  he 
suggested  that  $75,000  be  expended  at 
the  Citrus  Research  Laboratory  in 
Orlando,  Fla.,  $40,000  at  the  station  at 
Weslaco,  Tex.,  and  $25,000  at  Indio,  Calif. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Georgia.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand  it  is  the  intent  of  the  bill  and  of 
the  committee  to  have  the  distribution 
of  the  $140,000  made  in  accordance  with 
the  suggestion  and  recommendation  of 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  particularly  thank 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  for  this  item,  which  I  believe 
to  be  of  great  importance.  I  should  like 
to  call  his  attention  to  the  fact  that  not 
only  is  involved  here  the  matter  of  nur¬ 
sery  stock,  but  also  the  various  methods 
of  fertilization  and  the  use  of  insecti¬ 
cides  that  might  make  a  tree  more  resist¬ 
ant  to  cold. 

I  have  just  one  more  question  that  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator.  It  relates  to  the  last  paragraph 
in  the  first  section  at  the  top  of  page 
8  of  the  report,  which  relates  to  various 
increases  of  the  budget  amounts  for 
several  programs,  the  largest  of  them 
being  a  program  for  the  eradication  of 
the  screw  worm. 

The  unusual  cold  weather  in  Florida 
resulted  in  eliminating  the  adult  flies 
in  all  of  the  northern  part  of  the  penin¬ 
sula  and  in  south  Georgia  and  south 
Alabama,  where  the  flies  are  customarily 
found,  so  as  to  give  an  usually  good 
opportunity  for  the  eradication  of  the 
fly.  As  I  understand,  the  item  of 
$300,000  omitted  by  the  House  from 
this  particular  appropriation  was  re¬ 
stored  by  the  Senate  committee  and  is 
included  in  the  total  restoration  of 
$400,000.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct;  and 
it  so  appears  in  the  committee  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  also  true  that 
the  other  items  making  up  the  total  of 
$400,000  restored,  which  brought  about 
the  full  restoration  of  budgeted 
amounts,  applied  to  the  taking  care  of 
the  quarantine  inspection  service  for  the 
greatly  increased  movement  of  persons 
and  things  coming  into  the  country  at 
the  point  of  greatest  exposure,  princi¬ 
pally  Miami,  Fla.,  to  which  the  inspec¬ 
tion  service  addresses  very  great  atten¬ 
tion  in  seeking  to  keep  out  various  dis¬ 
eases  and  pests. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Miami,  of  course,  is 
one  of  the  primary  ports  of  entry  from 
southern  regions,  which  have  caused  the 
visitations  of  some  very  expensive  pests 
and  insects  in  the  past. 

This  item,  of  course,  is  not  limited  to 
Miami.  The  inspection  station  in  Ha¬ 
waii  is  also  one  of  the  most  important 
stations.  A  large  number  of  planes 
arrive  there  from  the  Orient,  en  route  to 
the  west  coast. 

This  item  is  to  strengthen  the  inspec¬ 
tion  service  generally,  although  $25,000 
of  the  $100,000  is  particularly  for  the 
enforcement  of  the  quarantine  in  Flor¬ 
ida.  Florida  had  occupied  the  unique 
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position  of  having  made  a  State  con¬ 
tribution  to  quarantine  work.  For  some 
reason,  Florida  decided  that  it  wanted 
to  spend  the  money  for  something  else, 
so  the  Federal  Government,  with  thanks 
to  Florida  for  what  it  has  done  in  the 
past,  has  agreed  to  defray  the  costs  of 
inspection  in  Florida,  as  well  as  every¬ 
where  else. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia,  particularly  for  the  twin¬ 
kle  in  his  eye,  because  Florida  was  one 
of  the  two  States  which  paid  any  part 
of  the  quarantine-inspection  service 
heretofore. 

Particularly  since  Florida  was  putting 
up  $3  million  of  its  own  money  for  the 
eradication  of  the  screwworm,  we  felt 
justified  in  asking  to  be  relieved  of  the 
relatively  minor  item  of  $25,000,  which 
we  had  gladly  paid  before. 

I  thank  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  for  his  great  sympathy  for  and 
understanding  of  our  problems. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN  and  Mr.  MUNDT  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
Senator  from  Georgia  yield;  if  so,  to 
whom? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  who  was  first  on 
his  feet;  at  least,  I  think  he  was;  if  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  rose  first,  I 
did  not  observe  him. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Ever  since  I  can  re¬ 
member,  the  very  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Georgia — I  have  known 
him  for  almost  25  years — he  has  been 
either  the  chairman  or  the  ranking 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  Appropriations.  I  recall  those 
delightful  days  when  he  and  I  were 
opposite  numbers;  when  I  was  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  in  the  House, 
and  he  was  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  in  the  Senate.  With  the 
passing  of  the  years,  he  has  developed  a 
grasp  of  this  whole  subject  which  is 
probably  unequaled  by  any  other  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Senate  or  the  House.  He  pre¬ 
sides  with  rare  grace  and  impartiality, 
and  approaches  his  responsibility  in  a 
judicial  fashion.  I  would  be  less  than 
candid,  and  I  think  I  would  be  recreant 
in  my  duty,  if  I  did  not  compliment  him 
for  the  splendid  work  he  has  always 
done  in  the  field  of  agriculture. 

If  the  Senator  from  Georgia  does  not 
mind,  I  wish  to  say  something  about  our 
clerk.  No  one  realizes  the  amount  of 
work  which  the  clerk  does  in  assembling 
data,  verifying  figures,  developing  pre¬ 
cise  lists,  and  making  them  infinitely 
easier  for  Senators  to  examine  in  the 
subcommittee,  and  then  in  the  full  com¬ 
mittee,  so  that  we  can  get  an  excellent 
estimate  of  every  item  in  the  bill. 

So  I  compliment  Mr.  Ray  Schafer,  the 
clerk  of  the  subcommittee,  who  has 
spent  long  hours  on  what  are  not  the 
easiest  chores  in  the  world.  I  have  some 
notion  of  how  hard  the  clerks  of  the 
committee  work,  so  I  compliment  Mr. 
Schafer.  I  think  I  should  thank  him 
also  for  the  gracious  way  in  which  he 
has  always  run  down  information  and^ 
data  whenever  it  has  been  requested. 

In  addition,  long  hours  mean  nothing 
to  him.  He  has  telephoned  me  many 
times  after  hours  in  order  to  verify 
something  in  the  report  or  in  the  bill. 


So  I  bestow  an  accolade  on  him  now  ticker,  and  which  is  both  encouraging 


while  I  compliment  our  distinguished 
chairman,  also. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  profoundly  grate¬ 
ful  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  for  his 
commendatory  references  to  the  Senator 
from  Georgia.  Of  course,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  is  a  repository  of  knowl¬ 
edge  in  this  particular  field,  because  he 
handled  the  agriculture  appropriation 
bill  in  the  other  body  for  many  years.  I 
personally  thank  him  for  his  diligent  at¬ 
tendance  upon  the  sessions  of  the  sub¬ 
committee. 

On  behalf  of  our  very  efficient  clerk, 
who  is  not  permitted  to  express  himself 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  I  say,  "Thank 
you  for  your  very  justified  commendation 
of  his  fine  service.  I  associate  myself 
with  all  you  have  said.” 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  First,  I  associate  myself 
with  wholehearted  emphasis  in  every¬ 
thing  said  by  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Illinois.  It  is  a  priceless  pleasure 
to  work  in  the  committee  room  with  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia,  who  has  a  vast  knowledge  of  agri¬ 
cultural  problems,  and  who  applies  him¬ 
self  to  their  solution  without  partisan¬ 
ship. 

I  think  that  no  Member  of  the  Senate 
who  is  informed  on  agricultural  prob¬ 
lems  demonstrates  any  better  than  does 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  the  fact  that 
these  are  economic  rather  than  political 
problems.  The  Senator  from  Georgia 
seeks  to  cure  them  with  economic  rather 
than  political  solutions. 

Mr.  President,  will  my  colleague  from 
Georgia  be  so  kind  as  to  yield  to  me  for 
2  or  3  minutes,  without  losing  the  floor, 
so  that  I  might  discuss  another  matter? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  for  his  comment,  and 
I  express  to  him  my  appreciation  for  his 
very  valued  service  on  the  subcommittee. 
He  has  been  most  helpful  in  the  hearings, 
and  particularly  in  the  mark-up  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
add  a  word,  I  tffink  the  chairman  and 


and  alarming.  The  news  bulletin,  wl 
is  a  United  Press  dispatch,  reads : 

The  American  Automobile  Assoclatidn  to¬ 
day  endorsed  legislation  to  require  labels  on 
new  automobiles  to  show  their  exaet  prices. 

Ross  D.  Netherton,  legislative  cfmnsel  for 
the  Triple-A,  told  a  Senate  conyherce  sub¬ 
committee  there  is  “a  definite  lufed  for  more 
complete  disclosure  of  information  about  the 
elements  of  cost  involved  in/  the  purchase 
of  automobiles,  and  a  particular  need  for 
presenting  this  information' in  a  form  which 
makes  it  readily  available  to  both  buyer  and 
seller,  on  an  equal  basi/  as  they  negotiate 
with  each  other.” 

Netherton  said  *‘eff6rts  to  achieve  this 
objective  are  clearly  in  the  public  interest.” 

The  AAA  official' and  John  L.  O’Brien, 
president  of  the  /ytron,  Ohio,  Better  Busi¬ 
ness  Bureau,  were'  the  first  witnesses  as  the 
Subcommittee  <p\\  Automobile  Marketing 
opened  hearing  on  a  bill  to  require  the 
price  labeling./ 

The  measiu4  is  sponsored  by  Chairman  A. 
S.  Mike  MoNroney  (Democrat,  Oklahoma) 
end  Senator  Strom  Thurmond  (Democrat, 
South  Ciy'olina). 

O’Brieft  and  Netherton  both  contended 
that  some  method  is  needed  for  enabling  a 
buyer/to  find  out  exactly  what  the  car  he 
wants  to  buy  will  cost. 

the  outset,  Monroney  said  buyers  to- 
da can  find  out  everything  about  a  car  ex¬ 
cept  what  it  costs. 

Remedying  the  situation  is  important,  he 
rsald,  because  “no  industry  has  a  greater 
bearing  on  American  prosperity  and  the  cur¬ 
rent  recession  than  the  automobile  indus¬ 
try.” 

Mr.  President,  that  is  both  encourag¬ 
ing  and  alarming.  It  is  encouraging, 
because  I  quite  agree  with  the  conten¬ 
tion  that  one  of  the  reasons  for  the 
slump  in  automobile  sales  is  the  nor¬ 
mal,  natural  reluctance  on  the  part  of 
the  buying  public  to  buy  a  cat  in  the 
bag  without  a  price  tag  on  the  bag. 
This  situation  should  be  corrected. 

It  disturbs  me,  however,  to  contem¬ 
plate  that  political  paternalism  may 
have  developed  in  this  country  into  such 
a  large  concept  that  the  powers  of 
Congress  must  be  utilized  in  order  to 
put  prices  on  automobiles  so  that  they 
may  be  sold  to  the  general  public.  It 
seems  to  me  that  if  we  have  reached  the 
stage  where  the  normal  prudence  and 


the  other  members  of  the  Subcommit-  \g0od  judgment  of  the  automobile  man- 
~  ufacturers  and  dealers  is  such  that  they 

refuse  to  give  information  to  the  public 
concerning  the  value  of  the  product 
which  they  sell,  and  it  becomes  neces¬ 
sary  for  Congress  to  legislate  on  the  sub¬ 
ject,  we  have  moved  a  sorry  step  and  a 
long  one  in  the  direction  of  some  kind 
of  government  authoritarianism. 

I  believe  that  the  so-called  economic 


tee  on  Agriculture  appropriations,  the 
full  committee,  and  the  staff,  as  well,  did 
a  good  job. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Vermont.  I  appreciate  his  state¬ 
ment. 

In  the  more  than  20  years  during 
which  I  have  been  privileged  to  be  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  I  have 


never  seen  any  evidence  of  partisanship  recession  in  which  we  find  ourselves  is 


from  Senators  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  or  on  this  side  of  the  aisle.  If  any 
single  measure  has  been  handled  from 
year  to  year  with  the  aim  of  undertaking 
to  serve  the  group  of  people  to  whom  we 
are  responsible,  it  has  been  the  agricul¬ 
ture  appropriation  bill.  I  have  never 
seen  any  evidence  of  partisanship. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota.  ^ 


AUTOMOBILE  PRICES 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  call  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  to  a  bulletin 
which  has  just  come  from  the  news 


largely  made  in  Detroit.  I  believe  it  is 
largely  an  automotive  recession.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  an  automptive  recession  which 
grows  out  of  the  fabt  that  the  American 
public  is  not  buying  the  1958  cars  in  the 
way  in  which  they  were  expected  to  buy 
them  or  the  way  in  whieh  it  was  hoped 
they 'w  ould  buy  them.  As  a  consequence, 
that  gigantic  and  very  strategic  indus¬ 
try  in  the  United  States  has  been  slowed 
down;  and  as  it  has  been  slowed  down,  it 
has  slowed  down,  in  turn,  a  great  many 
suppliers  of  the  automotive  industry 
around  the  nation. 

It  seems  to  me  something  should  be 
said  to  the  automotive  industry  in  Vie 
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direction  of  getting  them  to  clean  up 
thefk  own  house,  without  having  to  ask 
Congress  to  pass  a  bill  to  require  the 
manufacturers  of  Fords,  Chryslers, 
Buicks,  and  other  cars  to  put  price  tags 
on  their  automobiles. 

I  believe  there  is  certainly  a  great  deal 
of  legitimacjKin  the  contention  of  the 
witnesses  that  The  reason  why  the  auto¬ 
mobiles  are  not.  being  sold  is  that  a 
buyer,  especially  in  a  large  city,  is  afraid 
to  spend  his  mone'y  for  an  automobile 
because  he  realizes  that  if  he  goes  to  an¬ 
other  dealer,  down  the  street,  the  latter 
will  ask  for  the  same  car  $400  more  or 
$500  less,  and  so  forth.  \On  the  other 
hand,  in  the  good,  old-fashioned  days, 
when  automobiles  really  were  sold,  they 
were  advertised  f.  o.  b.  Detroit  at  a  cer¬ 
tain  price,  and  thus  the  purchaser  had 
some  idea  of  what  a  fair  price  was. 

But  today  when  an  American  gbes  to 
an  automobile  dealer,  to  write  a  check 
for  $3,000,  $4,000,  $5,000,  or  $6,000  for  an 
automobile,  the  purchaser  does  not  lik 
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time  is  in  Washington,  D.  C.,  and  is  in¬ 
terested  in  buying  an  automobile,  told 
me  he  was  afraid  to  buy  an  automobile 
in  Washington,  D.  C.,  because,  when  he 
went  to  an  unknown,  big-city  automobile 
dealer,  he  had  no  idea  whether  the  price 
the  dealer  would  charge  for  a  Buick,  a 
Mercury,  or  a  Chrysler  would  be  $500  tqo 
much  or  $200  too  little  or  “on  the  nose.” 
On  the  other  hand,  he  can  go  to  his 
hometown,  where  he  knows  his  automo¬ 
bile  dealer  intimately,  and  where  both  of 
them  belong  to  the  same  Rotary  Club, 
and  Gan  visit  with  him,  get  his  friendly 
personal  guidance,  and  can  obtain  a 
square  deal. 

Mr.  President,  to  hide  the  price  from 
the  purchasers  and  to  give  them  no  idea 
of  what  the  automobiles  wiU  cost,  is  no 
way  to  encourage  the  purchase  of  auto¬ 
mobiles. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  do  not  think  the 
proper  course  is  to  request  Congress  to 
pass  a  bill  to  compel  that  prices  be  placed 
on  the  automobiles  by  Federal  law. 


to  be  compelled  to  buy  his  automobile  on  v  Mr.  President,  at  one  time  we  had  a 
the  same  basis  on  which  he  would  pur-  debate  on  a  so-called  fair-trade  bill. 


chase  a  copper  kettle  in  an  oriental 
bazaar.  In  the  latter  case,  a  purchaser 
expects  to  have  to  dicker  and  bargain, 
and  expects  that  the  asking  price  will 
have  little  relationship  to  the  sale  price. 
Many  of  us  have  had  the  experience  of 
going  to  an  oriental  bazaar  and  trading 
and  dickering  until  finally  a  meeting  of 
the  minds  was  reached.  That  is  all  right 
if  one  is  prepared  to  spend  $10  at  an 
oriental  bazaar,  during  the  course  of 
one’s  travels.  But  it  is  not  all  right 
when  one  is  preparing  to  spend  thou¬ 
sands  of  dollars  for  the  purchase  of  an 
automobile. 

I  agree  that  the  purchasing  public 
has  a  right  to  know  what  an  automobile 
will  cost.  I  agree  that  something  is 
wrong  when  I  was  told  that  a  prospec¬ 
tive  purchaser  of  an  automobile  ,  in 
Washington  went  to  five  different  deal¬ 
ers  and  was  quoted  five  different  prices 
for  the  same  model  of  automobile.  .  He 
decided  not  to  buy  an  automobile  in 
1958;  he  did  not  know  who  was  trying 
to  gyp  him  or  who  was  trying  to  give 
him  a  bargain.  So  he  continues  to  drive 
his  old  car. 

If  the  automobile  manufacturers  ar 
interested  in  the  sale  of  automobiles  a: 
in  stimulating  the  Nation’s  economy^  I 
believe  they  should  decide,  once  again, 
to  advertise  the  price  of  the  various 
models  f.  o.  b.  Detroit,  so  that  the 
prospective  purchasers  will  h?  ible  to 
know  what  the  automobiles  ^re  worth. 
Then  the  dealers  will  have'  some  basis 
on  which  to  quote  pricey1'  to  the  pur¬ 
chasers,  and  the  purchasers  will  have 
some  basis  on  which  tq/ltnow  how  much 
the  automobiles  will  ^cbst  them. 

I  believe  it  is  important  that  the  auto¬ 
mobile  industry  be/stimulated,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  stimulation/of  the  automobile  in¬ 
dustry  can  help7 stimulate  economic  re¬ 
covery  and  prosperity,  and  can  produce 
jobs  all  over/ America. 

But  it  is/very  difficult  to  induce  John 
America,,  when  purchasing  so  expensive 
an  article  as  an  automobile,  to  make  the 
purchase  blind. 

TJns  morning  one  of  my  friends  who 
li\pKs  in  the  Midwest,  and  who  at  this 


a&  it  was  called.  Druggists,  hardware 
dealers,  clothiers,  and  department-storj 
managers  thought  it  would  be  a  good 
idea  to.have  the  Congress  enact  into^aw 
a  bill  which  would  compel  them  to  put 
the  prices,  on  the  various  commodities 
they  sell,  and  then  deny  them  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  sellihg  the  articles  below  those 
advertised  prices.  The  situation  then 
existing  gave  rise  to  much  o6nfusion  and 
much  opposition  on  the  .part  of  whole¬ 
sale  houses  to  thes  marketing  practices 
then  current.  That,  Situation  afforded 
opportunity  for  mum,  evasion.  But  I 
think  that  is  a  far  qfy  fi’om  the  situation 
existing  today  in/the  automobile  busi¬ 
ness,  in  which  the  manufacturers  do  not 
put  a  firm  price  on  any  automobile,  and 


the  potential  purchaser 
knowing  whether  he  is  getting 


way  of 
.^bargain 


or  whethqf  he  is  getting  taken  fo 
ride. 

Mr. president,  I  hate  to  see  the 
gresa-Tiave  to  move  so  far  in  the  ( 
tioryof  a  paternalistic  government 
in/order  to  stop  such  a  practice,  the  Con 
?ress  will  find  it  necessary  to  pass  a 
'law  which  will  require  that  price  tags 
be  placed  on  automobiles.  The  next  step 
would  be  the  enactment  of  a  law  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  amount  that  could  be  offered 
for  secondhand  automobiles,  to  limit 
profits,  or  to  specify  service  require¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  President,  this  situation  could  be 
corrected  at  a  luncheon  of  the  automo¬ 
bile  manufacturers  in  Detroit.  All  they 
need  to  do  is  to  start  advertising  prices 
f.  o.  b.  Detroit  in  the  manner  they  did 
when  the  automobile  industry  was  en¬ 
joying  its  greatest  growth. 

I  believe  the  Congress  has  more  im¬ 
portant  business  than  the  enactment  of 
such  legislation.  But  I  certainly  agree 
with  the  witnesses  whose  testimony 
clearly  indicates  that  one  of  the  major 
reasons — and  perhaps  the  major  one — 
for  the  decline  in  the  sale  of  automo¬ 
biles  is  the  failure  of  the  manufacturers 
to  make  an  honest  declaration  of  what 
their  merchandise  is  actually  worth. 
Surely  this  should  be  corrected  without 
the  necessity  of  an  act  of  Congress. 


AMENDMENT  OF  THE  PACKERS  AND 
STOCKYARDS  ACT 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  /frill 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator/from 
Georgia  yield  to  me,  in  order  that/I  may 
submit  a  matter  which  is  not  related  to 
the  agricultural  appropriatiorypill? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  on 
March  24  the  Senate  entered  an  ofder, 
by  unanimous  consent,  .at  the  direction 
of  the  distinguished  majority  leader,  the 
senior  Senator  from/Texas  [Mr.  John¬ 
son],  which  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Senate  bill 
1356,  a  proposed  amendment  of  the 
Packers  and  dockyards  Act.  The  order 
contained  the  following  direction: 

With  instructions  that  Senate  bill  1356  be 
reported  back  to  the  Senate  Calendar  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Committee  on. 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  not  later  than 
Monday,  April  21,  1958— 

,7hich  is  today. 

fMr.  President,  since  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maine,  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  committee,  is  now 
in  the  Chamber;  and  since  he  under¬ 
stands  perfectly  the  situation;  and  since 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  senior  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  has  requested  me 
to  handle  the  matter;  I  wish  to  bring  it 
up  at  this  time. 

The  committee  conducted  hearings. 
The  committee  has  directed  that  the  bill 
be  reported  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

It  happens  that  the  matter  is  a  some¬ 
what  complex  one;  and  the  legal  staffs 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  and  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary,  assisted  by  legal  representatives 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission,  are  now 
drafting  the  proposed  report,  which  ap¬ 
parently  will  not  be  here  during  the 
time  the  Senate  is  in  session  today. 

With  that  predicate,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  since  the  labors  of  the 
committee  have  been  fulfilled,  that  the 
jnate  grant  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
and  Forestry  gn  extension  until 
lorrow,  April  22,  of  the 
time  is  to  file  its  report  and 

recon 

Mr  Jr.  President,  will  the 

Sena'  rida  yield  to  me? 

Th  G  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tal- 

madg]  ir).  Does  the  Senator 

from  i? 

Mr  \  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 

tor  from  Maine. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.''  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Florid!  Vill  kindly  move 


11  be  very  glad 
had  made. 


me  back  to  Vermont,  I 
to  join  in  the  request 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  glad  to  “move”  the  Senator  back 
to  the  State  which  contains  such  won¬ 
derful  apple  orchards  as  does  thesState 
in  which  the  Senator  makes 
Mr.  AIKEN.  Of  course,  Maine 
wonderful  State,  and  Maine  h&s 
wonderful  Senators  in  this  body.  But  I 


( 
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like  Vermont  Just  a  little  better, 
^ghter.l 

HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
apologize  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Vermont,  and  also  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senators  from  Maine,  neither 
one  of  whon\  happens  to  be  on  the  floor 
at  this  time. 

I  wanted  the'Senator  to  be  present,  so 
that  if  he  wished,  to  make  any  amplifi¬ 
cation  or  correction  of  my  statement,  he 
would  have  an  opportunity  to  do  so. 

I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
report  which  contains  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  our  committee  may  be  filed  to¬ 
morrow,  rather  than  today\as  directed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  tliK  Senator 
from  Florida?  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  fr5 
Georgia  for  yielding  to  me. 

AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT 

ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1959 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  11767)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administra¬ 
tion  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  amendment  to  be  offered, -the  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  and  the  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Some  remarks 
were  made  earlier  on  the  Senate  floor  by 
Senators  from  some  of  the  great  farm¬ 
ing  States,  expressing  gratification  and 
approval  over  the  fact  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  made  merited  and  justifiable 
increases  in  funds  provided  for  the  erad¬ 
ication  of  brucellosis.  Because  this  has 
been  a  major  and  very  alarming  prob¬ 
lem  in  my  State,  I  should  like  to  concur 
in  those  expressions  of  approval. 

In  a  number  of  counties  in  Oregon,  a 
splendid  beginning  has  been  made  with 
respect  to  the  eradication  and  control  of 
brucellosis.  With  Federal  funds  de¬ 
creased,  this  great  progress  would  be 
wiped  out  and  the  advances  would  de¬ 
teriorate.  For  that  reason,  I  desire  to 
thank  the  committee  for  the  increases 
which  have  been  provided  for  the  eradi¬ 
cation  of  brucellosis,  which  is  such  a 
critical  problem  wherever  cattle  are 
raised. 

•  There  is  one  other  matter  about  which 
I  should  like  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee.  I  have  had  a  great  deal 
of  correspondence  with  leaders  in  con¬ 
servation,  agriculture,  marketing,  educa¬ 
tion,  forestry,  and  research  in  my  State 
about  appropriations  for  State  experi¬ 
ment  stations.  I  have  a  number  of 
comparatively  brief  letters  on  the  sub¬ 
ject,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
they  appear  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

No.  60 - 11 


There  being  po  objection,  the  commu¬ 
nications  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows : 

Oregon  Wildlife  Federation, 

April  11,  1958. 

Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building,  ■ 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator  Neuberger:  We  are  con¬ 
cerned  over  the  possible  effect  of  H.  R. 
11767 — the  appropriation  bill  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

As  you  know,  this  bill  contains  some  pro¬ 
visions  modifying  the  Soil  Bank  Conserva¬ 
tion  Reserve  Act.  I  expec£  we  will  all  agree 
there  are  some  bad  features  in  this  act.  On 
the  other  hand,  there  are  some  good  features 
that  as  yet  have  had  little  chance  for  proper 
evaluation. 

We  hope  the  Senate  will  do  its  best  to  pre¬ 
serve  the  features  of  this  act  which  would 
perpetuate  vital  marsh  areas  and  wildlife 
food  and  cover  plantings  which  might  be 
largely  nullified  by  the  language  of  H.  R. 
11767. 

Yours  sincerely, 

Charles  S.  Collins, 
Executive  Vice  President. 

American  Potash  Institute,  Inc., 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  31,  1958. 
The  Honorable  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.  r 

Dear  Senator  Neuberger:  Recently  I  have 
had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  total  soils 
and  water  research  program  for  the  State  of 
Oregon,  and  it  is  apparent  that  without  the 
Federal  grant-in-aid  of  $6  million  to  the  ex¬ 
periment  stations,  the  program  of  soils  and 
water  is  quite  inadequate  in  this  State. 

Since  soils  and  water  are  basic  to  agricul¬ 
ture  and  forestry,  which  in  turn  are  the 
mainstay  of  our  economy  in  the  State,  and 
since  further  knowledge  in  regard  to  better 
utilization  of  our  soils  and  water  will  en¬ 
hance  the  economy  in  our  State,  I  do  not 
believe  a  long  dissertation  on  the  importance 
of  this  subject  is  necessary  at  this  time. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  even  though 
the  past  appropriation  of  $6  million  for 
grants-in-aid  to  the  Oregon  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  was  omitted  in  the  Presidential  budget, 
it  is  possible  to  have  these  funds  restored  to 
the  budget  through  committee  action.  I 
wish  to  strongly  urge  that  such  action  be 
taken  to  restore  these  funds. 

Yours  truly. 

Grant  H.  Braun, 

Chairman,  Soil  Improvement  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Cascade  Tractor  &  Implement  Co., 

McMinnville,  Oreg.,  April  4, 1958. 
Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

United  States  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Neuberger:  As  farm  equip¬ 
ment  dealers  in  the  Willamette  Valley  of 
Oregon,  we  have  definite  interest  in  the  af¬ 
fairs  of  our  local  agriculture,  and  a  sincere 
understanding  of  the  problems  of  soil  con¬ 
servation  research,  we  wish  to  appeal  to  you 
for  some  special  consideration  concerning 
research  in  our  State. 

Being  as  close  to  agriculture  and  the  local 
farm  picture  as  we  are,  we  fully  realize  and 
are  quite  sure  you  do,  too,  the  importance 
of  continuing  development  in  the  research 
program  on  soil  and  water,  seed  cleaning, 
and  drainage.  It  is  our  understanding  that 
some  additional  funds  at  this  time  could 
greatly  enhance  the  State’s  research  program, 
particularly  in  the  categories  listed  above. 

Any  consideration  and  efforts  which  your 
office  can  direct  toward  some  additional 
moneys  for  the  above-mentioned  research 
work  will  certainly  mean  a  lot  toward  the 
development  of  Oregon  State  agriculture. 

Yours  truly, 

Robert  M.  Morgan,  Manager. 


Umatilla  Canning  Co., 
Milton-Freeivater,  Oreg.  March  25,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Senator  of  Oregon, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Neuberger:  We  have  learned 
today  that  there  is  a  bill  coming  up  before 
the  Senate  that  will  provide  Federal  funds 
for  State  experiment  stations.  We  are  not 
familiar  with  the  background  of  this  bill, 
and  if  the  funds  are  to  be  used  \  for  the  as¬ 
sistance  in  marketing,  we  certainly  feel  there 
is  a  need.  If  the  funds  are  to  be  used  to 
show  farmers  how  to  produce  more,  we're  not 
so  sure. 

It  might  be  in  order  at  this  time  to  re¬ 
emphasize  our  position  here  in  the  North¬ 
west.  We  seem  to  have  very  few  production 
problems,  but  we  certainly  have  more  than 
our  share  of  marketing  problems.  This  has 
been  multiplied  many  times  by  two  factors. 
One  is  the  increased  costs  of  transportation 
which  has  eliminated  us  from  many  of  the 
Nation's  markets.  The  second  factor  is  that 
many  of  the  customers  on  the  East  Coast 
that  formerly  looked  to  the  Northwest  as  a 
source  of  supply  are  now  able  to  purchase 
their  needs  closer  to  home. 

An  example  of  this  is  apples.  During  the 
past  few  years,  new  modern  methods  of  pro¬ 
duction  and  handling  that  were  originated  in 
the  West  have  been  developed  in  the  Midwest 
and  Eastern  parts  of  the  Nation  and  our  ad¬ 
vantages  are  gone.  Another  example  would 
be  green  peas.  For  several  years,  our  indus¬ 
try  in  the  Northwest  led  the  Nation  in  the 
development  of  mass  production  techniques 
for  the  production  and  processing  of  both 
canned  peas  and  frozen  peas.  Methods  that 
we  originated  are  now  being  adopted 
throughout  the  Nation  and  here  again,  our 
advantages  are  lost. 

I’m  sure  that  we  could  go  on  and  on  with 
many  other  examples,  but  you  are  no  doubt 
very  familiar  with  these  problems.  What 
we  should  discuss  is  a  means  to  find  new 
ways  to  market  the  commodities  that  we 
can  produce  on  these  lands  in  the  North¬ 
west. 

Many  of  us  feel  that  our  grain  must  be 
converted  into  meat  or  into  commercial 
products  other  than  foods.  A  few  weeks  ago 
we  requested  that  our  State  college  pro¬ 
vide  us  with  an  expert  in  the  marketing 
field  to  show  us  how  we  might  better  market 
meat  produced  with  northwestern  grain.  It 
seems  very  possible  that  we  could  increase 
the  consumption  of  meat  if  we  could  learn 
to  produce  it  cheaper  through  the  utilization 
of  more  of  our  byproducts. 

We  are  enclosing  a  report  from  some  of 
our  recent  feed  trials  that  indicates  that 
substantial  savings  can  be  made  in  produc¬ 
ing  meat  where  byproduct  feeds  are  used 
wisely. 

The  problem  now  comes  In  marketing. 
The  problem  of  finding  new  uses  for  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  has  been  discussed  at 
every  farm  organization  meeting  for  many 
years.  It  seems  to  be  our  number  one 
perennial  -problem  and  the  only  answer  to 
date  is  simply,  more  research. 

We  are  already  sure  of  your  support  on  this 
vital  matter  and  we  wish  to  be  on  record 
as  supporting  you  100  percent. 

With  kindest  regards. 

Yours  very  truly, 

W.  S.  Miller.  General  Manager. 

P.  S.:  This  same  letter  is  being  sent  to 
Senator  Morse. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  27, 1958. 
Hon.  Clarence  Cannon, 

Chairman,  Appropriations  Committee, 
House  of  Representatives,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cannon:  The  Oregon  Division  of 
the  Izaak  Walton  League  of  America  urges 
that  favorable  consideration  be  given  to  the 
request  for  $6  million  increase  in  grants  to 
the  State  experiment  stations  for  research 
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in  agriculture  and  forestry,  as  proposed  be¬ 
fore  the  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee. 

An  increase  in  funds  is  vitally  needed  to 
strengthen  existing  research  at  Oregon  State 
College  in  water  use  and  conservation.  I 
understand  that  Oregon’s  share  of  this  in¬ 
crease  would  be  about  $100,000. 

Farm  fishing  ponds  are  now  being  used  in 
Oregon  and  Washington  to  raise  silver  sal¬ 
mon  fry  to  a  size  when  they  can  be  released 
to  the  ovean  via  streams.  The  Alsea  River 
watershed  studies  are  a  unique  piece  of  re¬ 
search,  which  is  not  being  done  any  other 
place  in  the  United  States.  It  comprises 
studies  of  effects  of  logging  and  farming  in 
relation  to  siltation  and  fish  life.  Both 
projects  are  well  underway,  but  more  funds 
are  needed  to  bring  the  studies  to  a  con¬ 
clusion. 

Currently,  the  department  of  fish  and  game 
management  at  Oregon  State  College,  with 
some  funds  from  the  Oregon  Agricultural 
Experiment  Station,  is  conducting  studies  in 
water-pollution  problems  (marine  and  fresh 
water)  and  farm  fishponds;  and  actively  co¬ 
operating  in  the  Alsea  Basin  study. 

We  are  constantly  looking  for  more  re¬ 
search  in  conservation  problems.  We  have 
the  trained  personnel  in  Oregon  with  the 
ideas,  imagination,  and  desire  to  work.  We 
hope  that  your  committee  will  look  favorably 
on  this  request. 

Very  sincerely, 

A.  J.  Kreft,  M.  D., 

State  President ,  IWLA. 

Corvallis,  Oreg.,  March  24, 1958. 
Dr.  A.  J.  Kreft, 

President,  Oregon  Division,  Isaak  Wal¬ 
ton  League  of  America, 

Portland,  Oreg. 

Dear  Dr.  Kreft  :  We  would  appreciate 
having  your  assistance  in  recommending  to 
members  of  the  Oregon  congressional  dele¬ 
gation  that  they  support  the  $6  million 
increase  in  grants  to  the  State  experiment 
stations  for  research  in  agriculture,  forestry 
and  home  economics,  as  proposed  before  the 
House  Agricultural  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee.  Although  Oregon’s  probable  share 
would  be  about  $100,000  from  the  proposed 
increase,  a  portion  would  be  used  to 
strengthen  existing  research  at  Oregon  State 
College  in  water  use  and  conservation. 

Currently,  the  Department  of  Pish  and 
Game  Management  here  at  the  college,  op¬ 
erating  on  funds  from  the  Oregon  Agricul¬ 
tural  Experiment  Station,  is  conducting 
studies  in  water  pollution  problems  (marine 
and  fresh  water)  and  farm  fish  ponds;  and 
is  actively  cooperating  in  the  Alsea  Basin 
study.  Additional  research  funds  are  great¬ 
ly  needed  in  these  areas. 

We  are  enclosing  a  suggested  telegram 
which  you  might  send.  Please  feel  free  to 
change  the  wording  and  to  select  the  Con¬ 
gressmen  to  whom  it  should  be  sent. 

Andy  Landforce  joins  us  in  soliciting  your 
help.  He  had  to  leave  town  before  this 
letter  was  typed,  Otherwise  he  would  have 
also  signed. 

Sincerely, 

R.  E.  Dimmick. 

Donald  W.  Chapman. 

Hood  River  Farm  Bureau, 

Hood  River,  Oreg. 

Whereas  research  is  vital  to  the  very  life 
of  agriculture;  and 

Whereas  funds  for  research  in  agriculture 
have  not  been  sufficient  in  the  past  years; 
and 

Whereas  both  parties  had  expanded  agri¬ 
cultural  research  in  their  national  program: 
Therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Hood  River  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau,  at  its  regular  monthly  meeting,  March 
24,  1958,  go  on  record  as  urging  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  to  reinstate  the 
planned  appropriation  of  an  additional  $6 
million  annually  for  5  years  to  the  appro¬ 


priations  to  the  Hatch  Act;  and  be  it  fur¬ 
ther 

Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution 
be  sent  to  our  Senators  and  Representatives 
and  to  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  to  the  chairman 
of  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture. 

Gerhard  Wertgen,  President. 

John  W.  Arens,  Secretary-Treasurer. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  the 
gist  of  these  communications  can  best  be 
epitomized  by  a  telegram  I  have  received 
on  this  subject  from  Mr.  Larry  Williams, 
president  of  the  Oregon  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  and*  Advisory  Committee.  The 
telegram  is  brief,  and  reads  as  follows: 

The  Oregon  Agricultural  Research  and  Ad¬ 
visory  Council  urges  your  vigorous  support 
of  $6  million  increase  in  grants  to  State  ex¬ 
periment  stations  for  research  in  agriculture, 
forestry,  and  home  economics  as  proposed  in 
March  11  hearing  before  House  Agricultural 
Appropriation  Subcommittee.  Research  has 
been  neglected. 

An  $80  million  labor  payroll  in  Oregon  is 
completely  dependent  on  maintenance  of  a 
healthy  agricultural  industry.  Supporting 
material- will  follow  via  airmail. 

In  addition,  when  I  was  in  Oregon  re¬ 
cently  during  the  Easter  recess  of  Con¬ 
gress,  I  had  an  extended  and  very  in¬ 
formative  discussion  about  this  problem 
with  Dr.  R.  W.  Henderson,  who  is  the 
able  Acting  Director  of  the  Oregon  Agri¬ 
cultural  Experimental  Station  at  Oregon 
State  College,  Corvallis,  where  so  many 
epochal  and  important  experiments  have 
been  carried  on  in  the  field  of  farming, 
marketing,  and  agriculture.  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia  what  happened  to  this 
urgent  request?  What  was  the  action  on 
the  proposed  $6  million  increase  in  grants 
for  State  experiment  stations? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  may  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Oregon  that,  of 
course,  he  knows  the  committee  allowed 
$1,200,000  above  the  budget  estimate  for 
this  very  important  activity. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  aware  of 
that,  and  grateful  for  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  last  year  identically  the  same 
request  was  made.  We  undertook  to 
increase  the  item  in  the  Senate,  and  we 
allowed  an  additional  $1  million.  When 
we  got  into  conference  we  almost  lost  the 
whole  item  by  insisting  on  the  $1  mil¬ 
lion,  and  had  to  take  a  reduction  in  order 
to  avoid  losing  the  entire  item. 

The  Senator,  of  course,  is  aware  of 
the  fact  that  there  is  a  considerable  dif¬ 
ference  in  the  two  Houses  of  Congress 
with  relation  to  activities  of  this  kind. 
Every  Senator  has  in  his  State  agricul¬ 
tural  activities,  land-grant  colleges, 
State  experiment  stations.  When  we 
consider  the  other  body  of  Congress, 
whose  approval  is  necessary  before  an 
appropriation  can  be  had,  we  find  that 
only  about  25  percent  of  the  Members 
there  have  located  within  their  districts 
any  of  those  activities,  and  about  half 
of  the  Members  have  very  little  interest 
in  agricultural,  except  objectively. 

We  have  learned  from  experience  in 
the  past  that  if  we  ask  too  much  for  a 
certain  item,  it  can  mean  almost  certain 
death  for  that  particular  item.  If  we 
asked  for  a  reasonable  amount,  we  can 
generally  come  out  of  conference  with 
some  increase. 


April  21 

I  point  out  to  the  Senator  that  we 
have  not  neglected  this  work. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  realize  that. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  has  been  no 
item  of  appropriation  in  the  bill  that  has 
had  a  greater  increase  since  1952  than 
the  State  experiment-station  item.  In 
1952  the  appropriation  for  State  exepri- 
ment  stations  was  $12,670,308.  For  the 
year  1958  the  appropriation  was  $30,- 
353,000.  We  have  almost  tripled  the 
appropriation  over  the  past  6  years.  If 
all  of  the  $1,200,000  increase  stays  in  the 
bill  that  will  be  finally  enacted,  we  shall 
have  tripled  the  appropriation  over  the 
past  few  years.  That  represents  a  sub¬ 
stantial  increase. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  activity  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  justifies  an  appropriation 
more  than  does  State  experimental 
work;  but  in  the  light  of  all  the  circum¬ 
stances  as  they  appeared  to  the  commit¬ 
tee — and  we  all  have  a  great  interest  in 
this  subject — we  decided  than  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $1,200,000  was  about  the  safest 
amount  we  could  expect  to  have  adopted. 

With  respect  to  the  extension  service 
item,  we  have  increased  it  $3  million, 
which  is  half  of  the  request.  I  hope 
when  this  bill  is  finally  presented  to  the 
President  and  signed,  we  shall  have  a 
substantial  part  of  those  two  items  in 
the  measure. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  It  is  my  hope 
these  increases  which  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  and  his  associates  in  commit¬ 
tee  have  so  wisely  provided  for  the 
Extension  Service  and  for  the  State 
Experiment  Stations  can  be  held  in  con¬ 
ference.  I  can  appreciate  that  some¬ 
times  if  one  tries  to  reach  for  too  much, 
like  the  dog  that  saw  the  bigger  piece 
of  meat  in  the  water,  he  will  be  in  peril 
of  losing  everything  he  might  otherwise 
have  had. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  have  found  that 
from  experience. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Of  course,  I  lack 
the  long  experience  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  and  I  have  had  none  of  his 
experience  on  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee. 

I  wanted  to  ask  one  further  question 
of  him,  however,  because  I  think  our 
people  at  home  tend  to  become  discour¬ 
aged  when  they  seek  a  $6  million  in¬ 
crease  for  State  Experiment  Stations 
and  then  see  an  approval  of  only 
$1,200,000,  and  they  then  realize  that 
not  all  of  that  amount  may  be  held  in 
conference.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  who  is  the  leader  of  the  bill  on 
the  floor,  realize  that  the  pressure,  if  I 
may  call  it  that,  which  we  receive  from 
deans  of  agricultural  colleges,  leaders  in 
forestry  and  agriculture,  and  from  mar¬ 
keting  groups  is  vital  even  to  the  modest 
increases  we  hope  to  make  each  year, 
as  the  years  go  by? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  the  deans 
of  the  agricultural  colleges  and  the  heads 
and  directors  of  the  State  Experiment 
Stations  naturally  ask  for  the  amount 
they  believe  necessary.  I  would  be  less 
than  frank  if  I  did  not  say  I  think  the 
heads  of  the  land-grant  colleges  should 
be  highly  pleased  if  we  come  out  with 
the  increase  the  Senate  committee  has 
provided. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  want  to  thank 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  for  the  ex- 
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planation  he  has  furnished  me.  I  agree 
with  him  that  we  will  be  grateful  if  we 
can  keep  the  amounts  in  conference  and 
on  the  floor  of  both  Houses  which  the 
committee  has  recommended. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  to  me  for  a 
moment? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  senior 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  iMr.  Kerr]  has 
submitted  a  statement  and  asked  that  it 
be  printed  in  the  Record  in  connection 
with  the  allowance  by  the  Committeejon 
Appropriations  of  $154  million  more 
money  for  the  watershed  program  than 
was  recommended  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  The  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
felt  that  the  committee,  in  allowing  such 
amount,  approved  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  using  some  part  of  it  for  addi¬ 
tional  planning  parties. 

I  wish  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  if  that  is  a  correct  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  know  of  no  limitation 
on  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  to 
using  the  increase  or  any  part  thereof 
for  planning  purposes.  I  had  assumed 
some  part  of  the  increase  would-be  used 
for  planning  purposes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent'  that  there  may  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  the  statement  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  IMr. 
KerrJ. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Senator  Kerr 

It  is  with  deep  gratitude  that  I  note  the 
Appropriations  Committee  has  allowed  $1*4 
million  more  money  for  the  watershed  pro¬ 
gram  than  was  recommended  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  I  only  regret  that  the  $1*4 
million  was  not  increased  by  $3  million. 

However,  since  the  wisdom  of  the  Senate 
committee  has  seen  fit  to  hike  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  figure  for  the  watershed  pro¬ 
gram  by  only  $1*4  million  above  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  request,  I  would  hope  that 
the  record  would  be  clear  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  would  feel  free  to  increase  the  amount 
of  money  from  this  fund  for  planning  of  the 
watershed  projects  by  a  minimum  of 
$300,000. 

In  my  State  and  in  neighboring  States 
the  upstream  flood-control  program  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  is  being  held  up 
for  lack  of  adequate  planning  parties.  If  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Chief  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  will  use  $300,000 
of  the  additional  $1*4  million  allowed  for  this 
program  for  planning,  I  feel  confident  that 
this  worthy  program  can  begin  to  catch  up, 
and  construction  can  advance  at  the  rate 
that  Congress  has  expressed  a  desire  to  see 
maintained  in  this  worthy  program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  interested  in  the  item  re¬ 
lating  to  the  appropriation  for  the  meat 
inspection  service.  As  I  understand, 
that  sum  is  $17,326,000.  Is  that  a  cor¬ 
rect  understanding? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  my  recollec¬ 
tion. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  committee,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  report,  was  requested  to 
increase  the  funds  for  this  item  by  many 
groups,  or  at  least  by  several  groups  of 
organizations  and  persons.  It  is  under¬ 
stood  from  the  testimony  given  by  the  de¬ 
partmental  official  that  additional  funds 
will  be  required. 

Is  it  the  intention  of  the  committee 
in  its  report  to  indicate  that  if  the  in¬ 
spection  service  does  not  have  adequate 
funds  the  committee  will  favorably  en¬ 
tertain  a  supplementary  request? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  would  certainly 
view  such  a  request  sympathetically. 
I  would  not  wish  to  commit  myself  in  ad¬ 
vance  to  any  estimate  which  might  come 
down.  There  will  undoubtedly  be  a  ne- 
essity  for  additional  funds  for  the  car¬ 
rying  out  of  meat  inspection  activities  in 
the  next  fiscal  year.  We  had  a  number 
of  witnesses  who  testified  in  this  regard. 

This  was  one  of  those  happy  instances 
where  the  labor  organizations  and  own¬ 
ers  of  the  plants  saw  eye  to  eye.  Both 
combined  in  the  effort  to  obtain  addi¬ 
tional  funds  to  early  on  meat  inspection. 
They  stressed  the  importance  of  the  ac¬ 
tivity  for  the  man  who  pays  the  taxes, 
who  is  also  the  consumer  of  the  meat 
products. 

We  had  different  requests  for  funds. 
Some  witnesses  thought  there  would  be 
required  substantial  increases,  but  others 
requested  lesser  amounts.  We  had  a  sug¬ 
gestion  from  the  Department  that  it  was 
considering  a  supplemental,  and  we 
thought  the  submission  of  the  supple¬ 
mental  request  would  be  in  the  next  sup¬ 
plemental  bill,  which  will  probably  be 
before  us  in  the  next  few  weeks,  before 
the  beginning  of  the  next  fiscal  year.  By 
that  process  we  can  get  their  estimate  of 
the  sum  which  will  be  necessary,  and 
can  take  appropriate  action  to  provide 
for  the  meat  inspection  service. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  brief 
statement  which  I  have  prepared  with 
regard  to  the  subject  of  meat  inspection, 
supporting  the  committee’s  action  and 
encouraging  further  consideration  of  ap¬ 
propriations,  if  necessary,  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Humphrey 

There  appears  to  he  a  general  agreement. 
Including  agreement  among  the  members  of 
the  Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcommit¬ 
tee,  that  the  meat-inspection  program  needs 
more  funds  than  are  recommended  in  the 
bill  now  before  us. 

The  committee  seems  to  make  that  clear 
in  its  report.  It  says: 

"The  committee  recommends  an  appropri¬ 
ation  of  $17,326,000,  the  budget  estimate  and 
the  amount  In  the  House  bill,  which  is  an 
Increase  of  $500,000  over  fiscal  1958. 

"The  committee  was  requested  to  increase 
this  item  by  several  interested  persons  and 
organizations.  It  is  understood  from  testi¬ 
mony  given  by  departmental  officials  that 
additional  funds  will  be  required,  and  re¬ 
quested  in  the  proposed  supplemental  for 
fiscal  1959.  Pending  this  study  by  the  De¬ 
partment,  the  committee  does  not  recom¬ 
mend  additional  funds  at  this  time.” 

I  take  this  language  to  mean  that  the 
committee  will  give  sympathetic  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  supplementary  appropriations  for 
meat  Inspection  when  it  is  sent  to  Congress 


by  the  administration.  I  want  both  to  thank 
and  congratulate  the  members  (ft  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  their  deep  concern  that  this  vital 
consumer-protective  program  function  ef¬ 
fectively  and  adequately. 

It  is  extremely  unfortunate  that  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration  does  not  share  this 
concern.  During  the  past  year,  the  admin¬ 
istration  has,  on  at  least  two  occasions, 
shortchanged  this  vital  program. 

Last  June,  several  Senators,  including  my¬ 
self,  sought  to  restore  some  $1,800,000,  which 
the  committee  had  cut  from  the  fiscal  year 
1958  request  for  the  meat-inspection  pro¬ 
gram.  The  very  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  would  agree  to  only  a  small  part  of 
this  restoration.  But  he  invited  the  admin¬ 
istration  to  send  a  supplementary  request 
to  his  subcommittee. 

As  usual,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  was  extremely  fair.  He  did  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  need  for  one  item  in  the 
request  for  meat  Inspection  had  been  ade¬ 
quately  shown.  He  suggested  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  send  a  supplementary  request 
and  discuss  it  in  more  detail. 

The  administration  did  not  do  this.  Even 
though  the  meat-inspection  program  con¬ 
tinued  to  suffer  from  a  severe  shortage  of 
inspectors,  it  refused  to  send  a  supplemen¬ 
tary  appropriation  to  Congress,  as  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  had  suggested. 

This  year,  the  administration  compounded 
Its  pennypinching  folly.  The  Meat  Inspec¬ 
tion  Division  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  was  already  unable  to  fulfill  all  of  Its 
commitments  adequately.  The  number  of 
plants  it  must  inspect  will  increase  by  3 
percent  in  fiscal  year  1959.  Yet  the  admin¬ 
istration  requested  less  money  than  it  did 
for  fiscal  year  1958.  Last  year  it  had  sought 
$18,618,000.  In  fiscal  year  1959,  when  the 
work  of  the  Meat  'Inspection  Division  will 
Increase  sharply,  the  administration  cut  its 
request  by  $1,392,000. 

This  is  an  example  of  what  President 
Eisenhower  means  when  he  says  he  is  con¬ 
servative  in  money  matters,  but  liberal  in 
matters  concerning  human  beings.  The 
consumer,  the  farmer,  the  worker,  the  meat 
industry,  all  of  whom  depend  upon  the  ef¬ 
fective  functioning  of  this  program,  can  suf¬ 
fer,  as  far  as  the  administration  is  concerned. 

But  this  tragic  comedy  of  pennypinching 
Is  not  over  yet.  More  than  a  month  ago, 
many  of  us  here  heard  rumors  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  had  sent  a  request 
for  a  supplemental  appropriation  for  meat 
inspection  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
Soon  this  oft-repeated  rumor  became  on 
open  secret.  ^ 

Two  weeks  ago,  when  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  ,  appeared  before  the  Agriculture 
Appropriations  subcommittee,  he  confirmed 
that  a  supplemental  request  of  more  than. 
$2  million  was  now  before  the  Bureau. 

But,  unfortunately,  the  Bureau  has  said 
nothing  yet.  Apparently,  the  processing  of 
this  important  supplemental  request  Is  tak¬ 
ing  a  long  time. 

I  sincerely  trust  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
will  not  turn  down  this  request  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Argriculture.  It  would  have 
to  bear  the  responsibility  for  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  increased  curtailments  of  meat 
production  due  to  the  shortage  of  inspectors. 

The  committee  report  states,  "The  com¬ 
mittee  was  requested  to  increase  this  item 
by  several  interested  persons  and  organiza¬ 
tions.”  Here  we  have  an  amazing  situation — • 
one  which  speaks  well  of  the  importance  of 
the  meat  inspection  program. 

Such  diverse  groups  as  consumer  organi¬ 
zations,  labor  unions,  industry  groups,  farm 
organizations  and  public  health  groups,  all 
agreed  in  urging  that  some  $2  million  be 
added  to  the  administration  request. 

A  Joint  “Appeal  To  Save  the  Meat  Inspec¬ 
tion  Program”  was  sent  to  Senators  and  Con- 
gressment  by  the  top  officers  of  the  Amalga¬ 
mated  Meat  Cutters  afid  Butcher  Workmen 
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(AFL-CIO),  American  Meat  Institute,  Amer¬ 
ican  National  Cattlemen’s  Association,  the 
National  Farmers  Union,  the  National 
Grange,  National  Independent  Meat  Packers 
Association,  United  States  Livestock  Sani¬ 
tary  Association,  and  the  Western  States 
Meat  Packers  Association. 

Many  additional  organizations,  -which  do 
not  sign  joint  statements,  agree  with  the 
stand  of  the  above  organizations.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  the  AFL-CIO  testified  to  that  effect 
before  the  Agriculture  Appropriations  Sub¬ 
committee. 

This  demonstrates  the  widespread  public 
support  for  adequate  appropriations  for 
meat  inspection.  It  is  heartening  to  see  so 
many  groups  take  up  the  cause  of  this  im¬ 
portant  program  for  public  health. 

I  hope  and  expect  that  the  Bureau  -of  the 
Budget  will  quickly  approve  the  supple¬ 
mental  request  and  the  Appropriations 
Committee  will  speedily  report  it  to  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  There  is  one  final 
point  which  I  should  like  to*  discuss 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia.  May  I  say,  in  passing,  I  am 
extremely  grateful,  as  one  Senator,  for 
the  dedicated  work  and  leadership  of 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  in  this  all- 
important  area  of  agricultural  appropri¬ 
ations.  I  was  particularly  pleased  with 
regard  to  the  funds  which  were  made 
available  for  the  soil  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  for  the  school  lunch  program,  for 
rural  electrification,  and  of  course  for 
the  many  services  which  are  conducted 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as  to 
watershed  protection,  flood  prevention 
and  so  forth 

As  to  the  research  items,  I  should  like 
to  have  the  observations  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia.  My  reason  for  asking 
this  is  that  the  subcommittee  of  which 
I  am  privileged  to  serve  as  chairman,  a 
subcommittee  of  the  legislative  commit¬ 
tee  dealing  with  agricultural  matters, 
has  before  it  for  consideration  several 
bills  relating  to  utilization  research  on 
agricultural  products.  The  subcommit¬ 
tee  also  has  before  it  for  considex-ation 
several  bills  relating  to  soil  and  water 
laboratory  projects  and  soil,  water,  and 
plant  projects. 

It  is  the  view  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  that  there  is  adequate  au¬ 
thority  already  on  the  statute  books  for 
the  development  of  research  in  the  field 
of  the  use  of  agricultural  products  for 
industrial  purposes  or  other  purposes. 
Is  it  the  view  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  that  there  is  adeqaute  existing 
authority  for  what  we  call  utilization 
research  ? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  very  broad  authority  in 
that  field  under  the  Research  Act  en¬ 
acted  3  or  4  years  ago.  The  Department 
has  always  had  very  broad  basic  au¬ 
thority  in  that  field.  We  have  allowed 
substantial  increases  in  the  budget  for 
the  next  fiscal  year.  We  did  not  go  into 
the  so-called  “crash  program”  which 
had  been  advocated  in  the  utilization  of 
certain  commodities. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understand. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  think  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  looks  with 
much  favor  on  that  program.  It  has 
been  our  observation  that  when  we  force 
a  department  to  undertake  a  highly 
technical  program  of  the  type  men¬ 
tioned  against  its  own  wishes  and 


against  its  own  opinion  the  department 
is  not  likely  to  be  too  successful,  but 
we  did  provide  for  substantial  increases 
in  the  research  program. 

It  might  be  interesting  to  note  that 
we  also  authorized  the  expenditure  of 
$5  million  of  foreign  currencies,  which 
we  have  obtained  under  Public  Law  480, 
for  basic  research  in  the  foreign  coun¬ 
tries. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  very  good. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Department  in¬ 
sists  that  it  has  located  some  very  emi¬ 
nent  research  scientists  in  other  lands 
and  that  by  the  use  of  these  foreign 
currencies  in  basic  research  the  Depart¬ 
ment  will  get  information  which  will  be 
of  great  benefit  to  us  in  further  expand¬ 
ing  our  utilization  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  notice  in  the 
field  of  utilization  research  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  allowed  an  increase  over  fiscal 
year  1958  of  $7.3  million. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  my  recollec¬ 
tion  of  the  amount. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  other  words, 
tha  authority  is  present  within  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service  ^for  both  the 
basic  research  and  utilization  research? 
There  is  ample  authority? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  know  of  no  limita¬ 
tion  whatever  on  the  authority  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  the  field  of 
research  in  any  wise  pertaining  to  agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  in  the 
first  place,  was  primarily  created  to 
serve  as  an  organization  to  promote  re¬ 
search.  That  was  practically  its  func¬ 
tion  for  a  great  many  years  before  it 
ever  had  any  action  program  in  the  field. 

I  have  in  times  past  handled  legisla¬ 
tion  authorizing  research,  when  I  was  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  many  years  ago.  I  know 
of  no  limitation,  except  on  the  amount 
of  money  which  might  be  appropriated 
by  the  Congress  for  work  in  this  field.  I 
think  Congress  can  appropriate  for  and 
direct  research  activity  in  almost  any 
conceivable  sphere  in  the  agricultural 
field,  without  any  embarrassment  on 
account  of  statutory  limitations. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  the  view 
of  the  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota. 
The  only  reason  I  bring  up  the  point  in 
the  present  discussion  is  that  we  have 
momentarily,  in  the  subcommittee  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  set  aside  those  bills  relating  to 
the  broadening  of  the  authority  as  to 
what  we  call  utilization  research,  pri¬ 
marily  because  it  was  the  view  of  sub¬ 
committee  members  and  counsel  of  the 
committee  that  adequate  authority  al¬ 
ready  existed  and  that  passage  of  such 
measures  might  further  complicate  the 
matter,  if  we  were  to  set  up  a  separate 
division  or  a  separate  unit  in  the  De¬ 
partment  for  what  We  call  the  industrial 
use  of  agricultural  products  or  utiliza¬ 
tion  research,  which  went  away  from  or 
was  removed  from  the  existing  research 
laboratories  and  facilities. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  know  of  any 
limitation  on  the  authority  in  that  field. 
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Of  course,  the  Senator  says  he  has  had 
the  matter  investigated  by  a  lawyer. 
Perhaps  I  should  not  have  spoken  so 
emphatically  without  looking  into  the 
specific  statutes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  would  prefer  to 
have  the  view  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  have  seen  almost 
every  conceivable  type  of  research  proj¬ 
ect  brought  forward  in  the  many  years 
I  have  been  associated  with  the  agricul¬ 
tural  appropriation  bill.  Never  at  any 
time  have  I  heard  any  question  about  a 
statutory  limitation.  The  only  limitation 
is  the  amount  of  money  available  to  the 
Department  to  carry  on  research. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  same  is  true, 
is  it  not,  with  reference  to  new  construc¬ 
tion  items,  such  as  soil  and  water  and 
other  research  facilities?  The  authority 
is  there,  and  again  it  is  a  matter  of  re¬ 
viewing  the  projects  and  of  appropriat¬ 
ing  the  funds. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  a  limitation 
contained  in  the  appropriation  bill,  but 
if  we  set  up  a  specific  project,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand,  there  is  no  limitation.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  in  times  past  we  have 
created^  various  research  laboratories  of 
almost  every  conceivable  kind  and  char¬ 
acter  throughout  the  country,  merely  by 
making  appropriations  therefor. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  As  we  did  last 
year  or  2  years  ago,  in  connection  with 
soil  and  water  investigations. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  were  three  ex¬ 
amples  last  year. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Without  any  ad¬ 
ditional  legislation  relating  to  authori¬ 
zation. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor.  I  brought  this  question  up  today 
because  some  of  our  colleagues  have  ex¬ 
pressed  an  interest  in  it,  and  I  indicated 
to  them  that  it  would  be  discussed  with 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  As  I  recall,  last  year 
when  this  subject  was  before  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  there  was  legisla¬ 
tion  pending  in  the  standing  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  to  create  at 
least  two  of  the  laboratories  which  were 
finally  established  in  the  appropriation 
bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  reference  to 
the  school  lunch  program,  under  sec¬ 
tion  416,  there  was  to  be  a  priority  for 
surplus  commodities  for  the  school  lunch 
program,  as  I  recall,  and  not  for  any 
overseas  distribution.  Is  not  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  was  the  con¬ 
struction  which  the  committee  placed  on 
the  language.  The  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  eleemosynary  institutions  in 
this  country  have  priority  over  any  other 
recipient  in  the  distribution  of  agricul¬ 
tural  surpluses.  We  undertook  to  estab¬ 
lish  that  priority  again  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  report  this  year,  to  call  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  attention  to  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  With  reference  to 
the  transfer  of  funds  for  which  the 
House  had  provided  in  its  version  of  the 
bill,  was  there  some  carryover  of  funds 
from  last  year? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Under  section  32? 


1958 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


GI01 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  believe  so. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  recall 
whether  there  was  or  not.  but,  of  course, 
there  is  a  large  amount  of  section  32 
funds  available  each  year.  Thirty  per¬ 
cent  of  the  customs  receipts  are  allo¬ 
cated  to  that  purpose  from  year  to  year. 
In  some  years  practically  all  of  the  allo¬ 
cation  is  spent.  In  other  years,  when 
we  were  not  plagued  by  surpluses,  as 
much  as  half  of  the  allocation  has  been 
unused.  For  many  years  the  Depart¬ 
ment  has  been  giving  these  surplus 
commodities  to  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  so  we  struck  out  the  specific  allo¬ 
cation  of  $55  million  from  section  32 
funds  on  the  premise  that  if  there  were 
surpluses  the  Department  would  dis¬ 
tribute  them  to  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  anyway;  and  we  made  an  increase 
of  $25  million  in  the  direct  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  not  to  be  sup¬ 
posed  that  by  reason  of  striking  out  the 
House  proviso,  there  is  to  be  any  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  use  of  section  32  funds  for 
school  lunch  purposes,  is  it? 

Mr.JRUSSELL.  Indeed  not. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  merely  wished 
to  clear  the  record  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  committee  re¬ 
port,  in  the  same  section  which  refers 
to  striking  out  the  proviso,  reads  as 
follows : 

The  committee  urges  the  Department  to 
give  the  school  lunch  program  first  priority 
and  make  certain  that  adequate  food  dona¬ 
tions  are  made. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  includes  also 
the  use  of  section  32  funds. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  And  all  other  funds 
available  for  the  acquisition  of  surplus 
commodities. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  appreciate  the 
courtesy  of  the  Senator.  I  regret  having 
taken  so  much  of  his  time,  but  there  is 
some  doubt  in  the  minds  of  some  of  our 
constituents  as  to  just  what  action  the 
Senate  committee  had  taken  in  striking 
out  the  proviso.  As  I  understand,  the 
committee  says  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  “Follow  the  lc.w”;  and  the 
priority  is  with  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  certainly  did  not 
intend  to  take  away  from  the  school 
lunch  program,  but  to  add  to  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks  a 
very  brief  statement  dealing  with  the 
particular  items  in  the  bill  which  were 
affected  by  committee  action. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Agricultural  Appropriation  Bill,  1959 

This  Is  a  brief  statement  summarizing 
some  of  the  items  on  the  bill. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate  provides  a  total 
of  $3,207,973,039,  of  which  $1,447,573,153  is 
for  regular  activities  and  $1,760,399,886  is  to 
restore  the  capital  Impairment  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation. 

This  Is  $2,719,258,836  under  the  total  ap¬ 
propriations  for  1958,  due  principally  to  In¬ 
clusion  in  the  second  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  1958,  of  reimbursements  to  the 


Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  1957  costs 
on  the  Soli  Bank  programs  of  $489,500,000 
and  $1,725,549,473  for  various  "special  com¬ 
modity  disposal  programs.” 

For  regular  activities  the  bill  Is  $161  mil¬ 
lion  under  these  Items  for  1958,  $113  million 
under  the  estimates,  and  $9  million  under 
the  bill  as  it  passed  the  House. 

RESEARCH  AND  EXTENSION 

Federal  research  is  Increased  $3,247,500,  of 
which  $2,300,000  Is  for  utilization  research, 
and  $917,500  for  strengthening  production 
research.  In  addition,  $5  million  Is  proposed 
for  utilization  research  In  foreign  countries 
through  use  of  foreign  currencies. 

Plant  and  pest  control  and  animal  dis¬ 
ease  eradication  programs  are  Increased  by 
$17,050,000  over  1958,  mostly  for  financing 
of  brucellosis  eradlction  program  by  a  di¬ 
rect  approprdoatlon  of  $20  million.  Other 
increases  of  $1,150,000  are  included  to 
strengthen  eradication  of  the  screwworm  and 
plant  quarantine  inspection. 

There  is  an  increase  of  $1.2  million  in  re¬ 
search  payments  to  State  experiment  sta¬ 
tions,  and  $3  million  for  extension  payments 
to  States. 

SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  PROGRAMS 


Credit  Corporation  for  fiscal  1957  costs,  an 
increase  of  $520  million.  Of  this  amount 
only  $786,500,000  is  directly  chargeable  to 
loss  on  price  supports.  Over  $500  million 
goes  to  food  donations,  domestic  and  foreign 
aid  and  emergency  feed  assistance.  The  re¬ 
maining  $500  million  goes  to  storage,  trans¬ 
portation,  and  related  expenditures. 

AGRICULTURAL  EXPENDITURES  CHARGEABLE  TO 
THE  FARMER 

The  committee  has  requested  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  restudy  the  allocation  of  and  report¬ 
ing  on  agricultural  expenditures.  Aside 
from  appropriations  the  Department  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  expenditures  from  corpora¬ 
tions,  from  their  borrowing  authorizations 
such  as  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
and  for  investment  loan  programs  which 
are  repaid.  Thus,  in  1959  It  Is  estimated 
expenditures  will  be  about  $5  billion,  where¬ 
as  this  bill  appropriates  less  than  $1.5  billion 
for  regular  activities  and  $1.8  billion  for 
1957  program  costs. 

Regardless  of  how  the  President  presents 
his  budget  it  Is  important  for  the  Congress 
and  the  public  to  know  that  of  this  $5  bil¬ 
lion  in  expenditures,  less  than  $2  billion 
directly  benefits  the  American  farmer. 


Increases  of  $7  million  are  provided  to  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  an  Increase  of 
$2.5  million  over  the  budget  for  district  con¬ 
servation  work,  and  $4.8  million  over  1958 
for  flood  prevention  in  the  11  watersheds, 
$25.5  million  is  provided  for  the  small  water¬ 
sheds,  and  $10  million  for  the  Great  Plains 
conservation  program. 

An  appropriation  of  $235  million  plus 
carryover  funds  provides  $250  million  to 
finance  the  1958  ACP  program. 

An  advance  authorization  of  $250  million 
for  the  1959  program  is  recommended.  This 
is  an  increase  of  $125  million  over  the  budget 
request. 

It  is  proposed  that  the  1959  program  be 
carried  out  on  the  same  basis  as  the  cur¬ 
rent  program  for  1958,  except  where  a 
county  committee  recommends  and  the  State 
committee  approves  changes  needed  in  prac¬ 
tices  to  meet  their  local  conservation  needs. 

Five  hundred  thirty  million  dollars  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  Soil  Bank  programs,  a  decrease 
of  $233  million  from  1958.  Supplemental 
funds  will  have  to  be  provided  later  for  the 
increased  acreage  reserve  for  1958  crops  as 
authorized  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1958.  No  authorization  is 
provided  for  acreage  reserve  on  1959  crops. 

The  conservation  reserve  part  of  the  Soil 
Bank  requires  an  appropriation  of  $200  mil¬ 
lion,  for  rental  and  practice  payments,  and 
for  1959  a  program  of  $450  million  is 
authorized. 

INSPECTION,  MARKETING,  AND  DISTRIBUTION 

The  bill  recommends  that  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion  be  conducted  under  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service  as  contemplated  in  the 
enactment  of  the  Poultry  Inspection  Act, 
and  $7  million  is  provided  for  this  purpose. 

The  bill  provides  $125  million  for  the 
school-lunch  program,  an  increase  of  $25 
million.  This  increase  is  proposed  partly  to 
offset  the  decrease  in  food  commodities 
donated  to  the  school  program. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  can  increase 
the  food  donations  to  the  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram  by  decreasing  the  amounts  shipped  to 
foreign  countries.  For  example,  in  1957 
over  one-half  of  $500  million  in  food  dona¬ 
tions  programs  was  given  to  foreign  coun¬ 
tries. 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 


The  bill  authorizes  expenditures  of  $694 
million  for  investment-type  loan  programs 
fW  rural  electrification  and  telephone  pro¬ 
grams,  and  for  Farmers’  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  loan  programs. 

RESTORATION  OF  CCC  CAPITAL 

The  bill  carries  $1,760,000,000  to  restore 
the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is.  Shall  it  pass? 

The  bill  (H.  R.  11767)  was  passed. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  thhe  Senate  insist  on  its  amend¬ 
ments,  request  a  conference  with  the 
House  of  Representatives  thereon,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Russell, 
Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Robertson, 
Mr.  Ellender,  Mr.  Young,  Mr.  Mundt, 
and  Mr.  Dworshak  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 


PRINTING  OF  COMMITTEE  PRINT 
^RECRUITING  AND  TRAINING  FOR 
THE  FOREIGN  SERVICE  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES’’  AS  A  SENATE 
DOCUMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Calendar 
No.  1447,  Senate  Resolution  281,  be  made 
the  unfinished  business  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
resolution  will  be  stated  by  title  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  resolution  (S. 
Res.  281)  authorizing  the  printing  of 
the  committee  print  Recruiting  and 
Training  for  the  Foreign  Service  of  the 
United  States,  as  a  Senate  document. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  §>enator 
from  Montana?  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  trie  resolution. 


HOUSING  FUNDS  IMPOUNDED  OR 
WITHHELD  BY  BUDGET\BUREAU 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  a  few 
weeks  ago  I  called  the  attention  of  this 
body  to  the  administration’s  failure  to 
release  funds  authorized  by  tnte  Con¬ 
gress  for  our  housing  program\  The 
discussion  arose  as  the  result  of  ii  bill 
introduced  by  seven  of  our  good  friends 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  suggest¬ 
ing  an  expansion  of  the  urban  renewal 
program,  and  the  placing  of  that  pro'1- 
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gram  on\a  long-term  basis,  with  loans 
and  grants  authorized  at  the  rate  of 
$500  milliorka  year. 

As  I  havevsaid,  the  colloquy  in  the 
Senate  took  place  as  the  result  of  the 
fact  that  seven,  of  our  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  took  the  position 
that  the  housing  \nd  urban  redevelop¬ 
ment  legislation  should  be  expedited  as 
an  aid  in  combatingXthe  current  reces¬ 
sion. 

That  caused  me  to ‘^investigate  the 
situation,  and  to  discover  that  last  year, 
during  the  height  of  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  tight  money  policy,  the  Budget 
Bureau  had  impounded  more  than  $700 
million  of  funds  which  had  been  au¬ 
thorized  by  legislation. 

Without  question,  this  action  by  the 
administration  slowed  down  housing 
construction,  and  contributed  signifi¬ 
cantly  to  the  economic  difficulties  Ni, 
which  the  Nation  finds  itself  today. 

When  the  present  recession  began  to 
be  felt,  the  administration,  with  a  good 
deal  of  publicity,  announced  that  it  had 
released  funds  to  spur  housing.  When 
I  checked  to  determine  for  myself  what 
the  President  and  his  advisers  were  ac¬ 
tually  doing  to  stimulate  housing  con¬ 
struction,  as  opposed  to  what  they  were 
saying,  I  was  shocked  to  find  that  the 
Budget  Bureau  was  still  withholding 
$305  million  of  the  $700  million  of  funds 
authorized  by  the  Congress  for  urban 
renewal  and  other  housing  programs. 

I  made  a  report  on  this  situation  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  a  few  days  be¬ 
fore  the  Easter  recess.  Now  that  we 
are  back  after  the  recess,  I  have  checked 
again,  because  in  the  meantime  the 
President  signed  the  emergency  housing 
bill,  which  authorized  additional  sums 
of  money  to  help  speed  housing  con¬ 
struction,  this  being  said  to  be  an  anti¬ 
recession  measure. 

I  desired  to  ascertain  how  seriously  the 
President  took  the  admonition  of  the 
Congress  to  take  effective  and  forthright 
action  to  cure  the  recession.  It  now  ap¬ 
pears  that  at  present  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  is  withholding  an  even  larger  sum 
than  before  from  the  housing  market. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks  a  table  which  shows 
that  $1,356,400,000  of  funds  authorized, 
by  the  Congress  for  housing  purposes  i$ 
at  present  either  impounded  or  unallo¬ 
cated.  / 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tablfe  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows :  / 

Balance  of  housing  funds  impounded  or 

withheld  by  Budget  Bureau  as  of  Apr.  21. 

.  1958 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 
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Afi'thor- 

/ized 

Re¬ 

leased 

Unallo¬ 
cated  or 
im¬ 
pounded 

r  X  M  A  special  assistance: 
Under  Presidential/au- 
thority _ _  J 

950 

517.6 

432.4 

Cooperative  (FJffk  sec. 
213) . J 

200 

180 

20 

Military  (FJ&A  title 
viii) . . 

600 

475 

25 

Low-cost  hofising  (Spark¬ 
man  Acw _ 

1,000 

300 

700 

College  in e _ 

925 

900 

25 

Urban  renewal.. _ 

1,350 

1,196 

164 

TotoT of  all  funds _ 

4,925 

3,  568. 6 

1,  356.  4 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  wish  to  be  perfectly 
fair.  To  be  sure,  some  of  this  money 
is  being  withheld  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  because  there  is  no  sufficient  de¬ 
mand  for  it  immediately.  On  the  other 
hand,  a  very  large  part  of  the  withheld 
money  could  be  used  if  the  administra¬ 
tion  had  the  will  and  the  imagination  to 
find  ways  to  put  it  to  use. 

Pii-st,  Mr.  President,  let  us  look  at 
urban  renewal.  The  President  has  at 
his  disposal  $154  million,  which  could  be 
made  available  to  keep  this  great  pro¬ 
gram  moving  at  top  speed. 

The  Urban  Renewal  Administration 
has  received  applications  for  this  year 
at  the  rate  of  $40  million  a  month.  If 
this  continues  until  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year,  the  demand  will  exceed  presently 
available  funds  by  well  over  $200  million. 
In  spite  of  this  great  demand,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  continues  to  withhold  these  funds. 
How  can  city  officials  help  but  be  con¬ 
fused?  On  the  one  hand,  they  hear 
'yords  which  tell  them  to  speed  up  pub¬ 
lic  works.  On  the  other  hand,  they  find 
the,  Federal  Government  unwilling  to 
support  these  words  with  action  when  it  / 
corned  to  releasing  funds  for  the  Federal 
share  df  this  program.  / 

Another  program  with  funds  im¬ 
pounded  is  the  college  housing  loan- pro¬ 
gram.  Not  too  much  money,  relatively, 
is  involved  here — only  $25  million — but 
it  is  an  illustration  again  of  fine  words 
not  backed  up  £>y  action  or  deeds.  A 
speedup  in  this  program  could  release 
money  in  the  economy  which  is  so  badly 
needed  to  start  agai'fx  the  stream  of  high 
economic  activity,  as  well  as  produce 
badly  needed  housing  for  our  young  peo¬ 
ple  in  college.  /  \ 

A  third  program,  involving  consider¬ 
ably  more  money,  is  the\special  as¬ 
sistance  program  of  the  Federal  Na¬ 
tional  Mortgage  Association,  or  FNMA. 
The  purpose  of  the  special  assistance 
fund,  set  up  in  section  301  (b)  'pf  the 
National  Housing  Act  is  to : 

Provide;  special  assistance  (when,  an'd  to 
the  extent  that,  the  President  has  deter 
mined  that  it  is  in  the  public  interest)  fo 
the  financing  of  (1)  selected  types  of  horn 
mortgages  (pending  the  establishment  of 
thfeir  marketability)  originated  under  special 
^Housing  programs  designed  to  provide  hous- 
/  ing  of  acceptable  standards  at  full  economic 
costs  for  segments  of  the  national  popula¬ 
tion  which  are  unable  to  obtain  adequate 
housing  under  established  home-financing 
programs,  and  (2)  home  mortgages  gener¬ 
ally  as  a  means  of  retarding  or  stopping 
a  decline  in  mortgage  lending  and  home- 
building  activities  which  threatens  mate¬ 
rially  the  stability  of  a  high-level  national 
economy. 

The  second  purpose  of  this  section  of 
the  act  is  certainly  appropriate  for  the 
current  recession.  There  are  not  many 
times  in  our  history  where  the  economic 
conditions  would  be  more  appropriate 
for  action  than  the  present.  Congress 
authorized  in  the  1958  emergency  hous¬ 
ing  legislation  an  additional  $500  mil¬ 
lion  to  be  used  by  the  President  for  this 
purpose.  This  money  comes  from  th® 
Treasury  and  is  released  by  the  Budget 
Bureau  to  the  FNMA  in  accordance  with 
administration  policy.  At  the  present 
time,  the  Budget  Bureau  is  withholding 
$432  million. 

The  administration  may  claim  that 
there  is  no  need  to  release  the  $432  mil¬ 


lion  to  FNMA  because  there  is  no  ds 
mand  for  it  at  this  time.  FNMA 
cials  concur  in  this  by  claiming  thaj/the 
balance  in  the  special-assistance /Cate¬ 
gories  already  established  is  moye  than 
adequate. 

Of  course  it  is.  Of  course  R  is  more 
than  adequate  under  the  stagnant  think¬ 
ing  of  the  housing  officials  responsible 
for  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  act. 
The  only  action  taken  as  a  result  of  the 
emergency  legislation Was  to  put  more 
money  into  the  urbapr-renewal  fund  and 
the  elderly  housing  ^lind  which  funds  al¬ 
ready  have  adequate  money. 

No  new  liberalized  regulations  were 
issued  nor  were'  any  new  categories  es¬ 
tablished  to  parry  out  the  will  of  Con¬ 
gress.  / 

A  little  imagination  and  the  will  to 
beat  this  housing  slump  could  develop 
many  w^ys  for  FNMA  to  help. 

If  it;  Is  true  that  nothing  can  be  done, 
why  did  not  the  administration  speak  up 
and  admit  that  the  section  301  (b)  pur¬ 
pose  is  nonsense  and  the  $500  million 
authorization  by  Congress  purely  an 
empty  gesture? 

It  is  not  an  empty  gesture.  An  exam¬ 
ination  of  the  FNMA  procedures  reveals 
no  change  in  its  banker  approach  to  the 
purchase  of  mortgages.  The  fees,  the 
type  of  mortgages  and  administrative 
procedures  work  to  discourage  the  sale 
of  mortgages  to  FNMA. 

An  active,  progressive,  and  imagina¬ 
tive  program  to  carry  out  both  the  intent 
and  the  letter  of  the  FNMA  special  as¬ 
sistance  law  would  uncover  programs 
that  need  help. 

Par  purchase  of  mortgages  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  violently  opposed  by 
the  mortgage  lenders  and  it  is  extremely 
unlikely  that  any  imaginative  action  on 
the  part  of  FNMA  to  change  its  current 
program  will  be  adopted  at  the  present 
time. 

The  President  has  failed  to  release 
funds  and  to  provide  the  imagination  to 
carry  out  the  intent  of  the  Congress. 
Congress  has  authorized  $2,650  million 
for  Fannie  May  to  be  used  in  purchasing 
mortgages  for  home-building  in  all  cate- 
ories  which  it  was  believed  required 
ecial  attention  and  aid.  A  billion  and 
a 'half  dollars  of  this  amount  were  ap¬ 
propriated  by  the  Sparkman  Act,  which 
was  passed  in  record  time  last  month, 
and  \Athout  a  single  vote  in  opposition. 

You  will  recall  that  $500  million  was 
to  be  used  by  the  President  wherever  he 
believed  itNvould  do  the  most  good  under 
authority  given  him  in  the  original  act 
to  purchase \FHA  and  GI  mortgages 
when  in  his  opinion  national  economic 
conditions  so  indicate. 

When  could  nAional  economic  condi¬ 
tions  be  more  appropriate  than  they  are 
now  to  put  this  moiite  to  work? 

We  can  only  conclude  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  his  advisers  rail  to  understand 
the  seriousness  of  current  economic 
conditions  or  lack  the  imagination  to 
use  this  money  according  to\he  intent  of 
Congress. 

The  emergency  housing  blU,  which 
passed  Congress  last  month,  Was  in  it 
possibilities  to  put  back  to  work  perhaps 
500,000  men.  Of  course  it  cannotXsolve 
the  recession  by  itself,  but  it  could  qe  a 
center  of  revival  around  which  the  wn^le 
economy  could  rally.  I  dislike  to  se 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  debated  mutual  security  authorization  bill.  Senate  debated 
area  redevelopment  bill.  House  appointed  cop-ferees  on  agricultural  appropriation 

bill. 


SENATE 

j..  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  Continue/  debate  on  S.  3683, \phe  area  redevelopment  bill, 
pp.  7503-11,  7516-23 

2.  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  Both  Houses  received  a  report  of  the  Clyil  Defense  Administra¬ 

tion.  pp.  7484,  7597 

3.  PROPERTY.  Both  Houses  received  from  HEW  a  report  covering  personal  property 

made  available  fojr  distribution  to  public  health  and  educational  institutions 
and  civil  defon»6  organizations  and  real  property  disposed  of\o  public  health 
and  educational  institutions,  pp.  7434,  7597 

4.  FORESTRY.  G^n.  Morse  inserted  an  Ore.  Lumber  and  Sawmill  Workers  l^>or  union 

resolution: urging  the  enactment  of  legislation  'which  will  revive  residential 
construction  and  the  lumber  industry,"  particularly  through  housing  construction. 

pp.  7424-85  N 

Soft.  Morse  inserted  letters  of  Sen.  Sparkman  and  the  chief  of  the  Forest 

Service  discussing  capital  requirements  in  connection  with  timber  sales  of 
varying  size,  and  he  commended  the  Forest  Service  "for  their  efforts  to  help 
Promote  a  healthy  forest  products  industry."  pp.  7496-97 


5> 

FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Smith,  N.  J. ,  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  urging  exy 
\tension  of  the  Reciprocal  Trade  Act.  p.  7490 
\  sen.  Smith,  N.  J. ,  inserted  a  newspaper  article  urging  continued  economic 

6. 

aid  to  underdeveloped  regions,  pp.  7490-91  / 

FOREIGN,  AFFAIRS.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  President  a  report  oiy^the 
barriers  to  international  travel  and  ways  and  means  of  promoting,  developing, 
encouraging,  and  facilitating  such  travel,  pp.  7481,  7532  / 

7. 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  expressed  hope  that  action  codld  be  completed 
on  the  area  redevelopment  bill  today,  May  13,  and  that  the  bi^l  to  transfer 
certain  functions  under  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  to  F%C  will  be  taken 
up  Thurs. ,  May  IS.  He  announced  that  the  Senate  will  hold/late  sessions  in 
order  to  completeVinfinished  business  on  the  calendar,  pp.  7481-82,  7526-27 

\  HOUSE  / 

8. 

APPROPRIATIONS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  11767,  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill  for  1959.  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  April  21. 

-  P* .  7531 

9. 

Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  1232^,  the  urgent  deficiency 
appropriation  bill  for  1958  (li.  Rept.  1716).  riouse  conferees  were  appointed 
earlier  in  the  day.  As  reported  by  the  conferees,  the  bill  includes 
$3,500,000  for  an  Olympic  WinteXGames  Arena^  to  be  built  on  Forest  Service 
land,  and  unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees,  pp.  7531-32,  7597 

The  Appropriations  Committee  rejjtort ed/without  amendment  H.  R.  12428,  the 
State-Justice-Judiciary  appropriation  bill  for  1959  (H.  Rept.  1708).  p.  7597 

FOREIGN  AID.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  12181,  to  extend  the  mutual  security  pro¬ 
gram.  pp.  7533-76  /  \ 

10. 

FORESTRY.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

H.  R.  6198,  to  transfer  approximately  6,000  ahres  of  land  from  the  Sequoia 
National  Park  to  the  Sequoia  National  Forest,  Calif.  (H.  Rept.  1712).  p.  7597 

11. 

FLOOD  CONTROL.  Rep.  Lane  criticized  the  "delay"  ^iri  constructing  flood  control 
projects  in  the  Me rrimack/ River  Valley,  p.  7574  \ 

12. 

LIVESTOCK;  FEED  GRAINS^/  Tbe  "Daily  Digest"  states  that\the  Subcommittee  on 
Livestock  and  Feed  Grains  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  "met  in  executive 
session  and  voted  tp  report  certain  recommendations  to  tne  full  committee  in 
connection  with  the  livestock  and  feed  grains  program."  p\  D405 

/  ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX  \ 

13. 

STATEHOOD.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sea.  Proxmire  inserting  an  editorial  favor¬ 
ing  statehood  for  Alaska,  pp.  A4312-3  \ 

14. 

TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Morton  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Yeary  Transfer, Co. 
favoring  exemption  of  certain  agricultural  commodities  from  Interstate\Com- 
merce/  Commission  regulation,  p.  A4314  \ 

15. 

PERSONNEL.  Speech  in  the  House  of  Rep.  Breeding  favoring  H.  R.  607,  to  proWde 
for  increases  in  the  annuities  of  annuitants  under  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act.  p.  A4314 

House  of  Representatives 


Tfl«  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 
Dr.^aights  G.  Henry,  Athens  College, 
Anniston^  Ala.,  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

Oh,  ThouSwho  art  without  beginning 
of  days  or  ena\of  years,  hear  our  prayer. 

Remit  our  shis,  establish  within  us 
the  law  of  ThinH.  everlasting  kingdom 
that  we  may  neither  sin  against  Thee 
nor  the  generation  which  we  are  a 
part. 

We  are  grateful  for  "bur  homes  and 
loved  ones,  for  our  schools^  for  the  ap¬ 
pointed  places  of  worship,  a^d  for  citi¬ 
zenship  in  this  goodly  land. 

Help  us  to  translate  our  gratitude  in 
terms  of  nobility  of  living  and  irKfruit- 
ful  service. 

'Enable  us  to  legislate  with  reference 
to  righteousness,  justice,  and  equity. 

And  through  Jesus  Christ,  be  unto 
Thee,  glory,  majesty,  dominion  and 
power  both  now  and  through  all  sub¬ 
sequent  eons.  Amen. 
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Monday,  May  12, 1958 

H.  R.  10112.  An  act  to  make  permanent 
the  existing  privilege  of  free  Importation  of 
guar  seed;  and 

H.  R.  11407.  An  act  to  extend  for  2  years 
the  existing  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the 
free  Importation  of  personal  and  household 
effects  brought  Into  the  United  States  under 
Government  orders. 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
Thursday,  May  8,  1958,  was  read  and 
approved. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  was  communi¬ 
cated  to  the  House  by  Mr.  Ratchford, 
one  of  his  secretaries,-  who  also  informed 
the  House  that  on  the  following  dates  the 
President  approved  and  signed  bills  of 
the  House  of  the  following  titles: 

On  May  1,  1958: 

H.  R.  5981.  An  act  to  authorize  the  ex¬ 
change  of  certain  lands  at  Black  Canyon  of 
the  Gunnison  National  Monument,  Colo., 
and  for  other  purposes;  and 

H.  R.  9240.  An  act  to  revise  certain  prjz 
visions  of  law  relating  to  the  advertisements 
of  mall  routes,  and  for  other  purpose. 

On  May  5,  1958: 

H.  R.  8437.  An  act  to  amend  tho^  act  of 
August  3,  1956,  to  authorize  certain  person¬ 
nel  of  the  uniformed  services  to/accept  and 
wear  decorations  conferred  bj/ the  Philip¬ 
pine  Government. 

On  May  9,  1958: 

H.  R.  5624.  An  act  to  cletft  the  title  to  cer¬ 
tain  Indian  land; 

H.  R.  7057.  An  act  foj/' the  relief  of  Henryk 
Blgajer  and  Maria  Bijg'ajer; 

H.  R.  8524.  An  acj/to  authorize  the  prepa¬ 
ration  of  a  roll  a l  persons  of  Indian  blood 
whose  ancestors/were  members  of  the  Otoe 
and  Mlssouria  /Tribe  of  Indians  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  per  capita  distribution  of  funds  aris¬ 
ing  from  a/Judgment  in  favor  of  such  In¬ 
dians; 

H.  R.  8^58.  An  act  authorizing  the  Secre¬ 
tary  oPthe  Interior  to  convey  certain  Indian 
land/to  the  Diocese  of  Superior,  Superior, 
Wis/  for  church  purposes,  and  to  the  town 
o&Tlambeau,  Wis.,  for  cemetery  purposes; 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed,  with  amend¬ 
ments  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of 
the  following  title: 

H.  R.  12326.  An  act  making  urgent  defi¬ 
ciency  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  Wie 
Senate  insists  on  its  amendments  ter  the 
n-egoing  bill,  requests  a  conference  with 
tmjlouse  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  ^Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr. 
Hayde^l  Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Chavez,  Mr. 
Ellendeil  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Euiidges,  Mr. 
Saltonstaxl,  Mr.  Young,  and  Mr.  Know- 
land  to  be  the  conferee^on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 


URGENT  DEFIC 
TIONy 


7CY  APPROPRIA- 
j,  1958 


Mr.  CANNON.  MrNSpeaker,  if  I  may 
have  the  attention  of\the  gentleman 
from  New  /York  [  Mr.  )  Taber],  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  tafte  from  the 
Speaker^  table  the  bill  (H/sfl.  12326) 
making/ urgent  deficiency  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  1958, 
and/ for  other  purposes,  with  senate 
aprfendments  thereto,  disagree  to  N^ie 
lendments  of  the  Senate  and  agree 
''the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Cannon,  Patman, 
Sikes,  Taber,  and  Jonas. 


The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Whitten,  Marshall, 
Natcher,  Santangelo,  Cannon,  H.  Carl 
Andersen,  Horan,  Vursell,  and  Taber. 


APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  DEPART^ 
MENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND 
FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION, 
1959 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  11767) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1959,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  with  amendments  of  the  Senate 
thereto,  disagree  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  requested  by  the  Senate. 


URGENC^DEFICIENCY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1958 

Mr. /CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  conferees 
on  /he  urgency  deficiency  appropriation 
bill  may  have  until  midnight  tonight  to 
le  a  conference  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  conference  report  and  statement 
follows: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1716) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Housesi  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
12326)  making  urgent  deficiency  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the-  Senate  recede  from  Its  amend¬ 
ment  numbered  2. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  3,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend¬ 
ment,  insert  “$1,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Clarence  Cannon, 

Albert  Thomas, 

Robert  L.  F.  Sikes, 

John  Taber, 

Charles  R.  Jonas, 

M^agers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Carl  Hayden, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

^ister  Hill, 

■les  Bridges, 

Lev^rett  Saltonstall, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

WilliaSi  F.  Knowland, 
Managers  on  the^art  of  the  Senate. 

Statemi 

The  managers  on  the  part\f  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  12326)  making  ur¬ 
gent  deficiency  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  forvother 
purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompanV- 
ing  conference  report  as  to  each  of  suci 
amendrpents,  namely: 


7531 
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CHAPTER  I 

K  Independent  offices 
A  in  on  dm  c^Vt  No.  1  r  National  Science 
Foundation — -Appropriates  $1  million  for 
the  Antarctic  program  instead  of  $2,400,000 
as  proposed  toyVthe  Senate.  An  overall 
amount  of  $2  miTUon  is  approved  for  such 
program,  the  balance  to  be  financed  by  reg¬ 
ular  appropriations  Nailable  to  the  Founda¬ 
tion. 

chapter  irr 
Military  construction 
Amendment  No.  2:  VllfvOlympic  Winter 
Games,  1960— Restores  HSiuse  language 
which  provides  that  the  sun*,  of  $3,500,000 
made  available  for  this  activity  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  funds  presently  available 
to  the  Department  of  Defense, 
making  a  new  appropriation  as 
by  the  Senate. 

chapter  v 
Legislative  branch 
Amendment  No.  3:  Appropriates  the  usftel 
gratuity  to  the  widow  of  a  deceased  Senator 
Clarence  Cannon, 

Albert  Thomas, 

Robert  L.  F.  Sikes, 

John  Taber, 

Charles  R.  Jonas, 
Managers  on  the  part  of  the  House. 


gstead  of 
proposed 


SMALL  BUSINESS  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Select  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Small  Business  may  sit  today 
during  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


(Mr.  VANIK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point.) 

[Mr.  VANIK’S  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.  ] 


BOOK-BURNING 


(Mr.  PELLY  asked  and  was  granted 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.  ) 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  Satur¬ 
day,  May  10,  1958,  in  Lebanon  where  the 
present  Government  is  pro-Western,  a 
mob  instigated  by  opposition  leaders 
burned  a  United  States  library  in  the  city 
of  Tripoli.  Stacks  of  books  were  hauled 
out  into  the  street  and  publicly  burned. 

Rather  significantly,  this  outbursts  of 
violence  occurred  on  the  25th  anniver¬ 
sary  of  the  Hitler  book-burning  in  Nazi  > 
Germany.  / 

All  of  which,  Mr.  Speaker,  prompts  rpe 
to  suggest  that  freedom  of  printed  ex¬ 
pression  cannot  be  suppressed  by  a  mere 
bonfire  of  books.  The  pen  has-' ever 
proved  mightier  than  the  sword,  and  in 
time  information  and  ideas  wiiytriumph 
over  pyromaniacal  acts  and  over  the  very 
doctrine  of  ignorance  and  tyranny  of  the 
Communists  which  inspired' the  shame¬ 
ful  violence  in  the  first  place. 

/ 


a  series  of  ads  have  told  the  story  of 
free  enterprise — those  simple  truths 
which  are  often  obscured  or  distorted  by 
Federal  aid  and  redtape. 

One  such  story  told  about  an  old  man 
in  the  South  with  a  rowboat  who  ferries 
passengers  across  a  mile-wide  river  for 
10  cents. 

Asked,  “How  many  times  a  day  do 
you  do  this?”  he  said,  “As  many  times  as 
I  can,  because  the  more  I  go  the  more  I 
get.  And  if  I  don’t  go,  I  don’t  get.” 

The  corollary  to  the  “If  I  don’t  go,  I 
don’t  get”  philosophy  is  living  within 
one’s  income,  an  economic  law  which  no 
legislation  passed  by  Congress  can  re¬ 
peal.  True,  we  can  close  our  eyes  to  the 
need  for  government  to  balance  income 
and  outgo,  even  as  can  an  individual,  but 
this  is  only  self-deception. 

The  Charleston,  S.  C.,  News  and  Cour¬ 
ier  tells  the  story  of  a  census  taker  who 
asked  a  man  if  he  lived  within  his  in¬ 
come.  The  man  replied  with  dignity: 
vCertainly  not.  It’s  all  I  can  do,  sir,  to 
liN.  within  my  credit. 

REPORT  ON  BARRIERS  TO  INTERNA¬ 
TIONAL  TRAVEL— MESSAGE  FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED 

STATESVH.  DOC.  NO.  381) 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  Hous 
the  following  message  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  which  was  read  find, 
together  with  the\accompanying  p^fpers, 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  foreign 
Affairs,  and  ordered  printed : 

To  the  Congress  of  thtrUnited/States : 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
8  (m)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1957, 
I  am  transmitting  herewith,  a  report  on 
the  barriers  to  internatlbnal\travel  and 
ways  and  means  of  pnomotingw  develop- 
ing,  encouraging,  arja  facilitating  such 
travel. 

Dwig&t  D.  Eisenhower. 

The  White  House,  May  12,  1958. 
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STORY  OF  FREE/ENTERPRISE 

(Mr.  ALGER  askgd  and  was  granted 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  ALGER.  /Mr.  Speaker,  the  War¬ 
ner  &  Swasey  Co.,  of  Cleveland,  through 
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ARY  PAY  BILL 

Mr.  KILDAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.  R. 
11470)  td  adjust  the  method  of  comput¬ 
ing  basic  pay  for  officers  and  enlisted 
members  of  the  uniformed  services,  to 
provide  proficiency  pay  for  enlisted 
meinbers  thereof,  and  for  other  purposes, 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
^statement  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

„The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill.  t 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Kilday]? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House,  May  8, 
1958.) 

Mr.  KILDAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


THE  LATE  HONORABLE  JOSEPH  E. 

DAVIES 

(Mr.  McCORMACK  asked  and  Ws 
granted  pel-mission  to  address  the  Hopse 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  e^rend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  like 
countless  thousands  of  other  friends  and 
admirers  here  and  abroad,  yam  very 
sorry  to  learn  of  the  passing  of  my 
friend,  former  Ambassadgr  Joseph  E. 
Davies. 

During  my  years  of  service  in  Congress 
I  have  met  many  persons  who  have  made 
a  profound  impression  upon  me  and 
with  some  of  them/a  close  friendship 
between  us  has  developed.  One  of  them 
was  my  good  friend  Joseph  E.  Davies 
who  died  a  few  days  ago.  A  former  Am¬ 
bassador  to  the  Soviet  Union,  in  which 
position  he  performed  his  duties  in  an 
outstanding/  manner  and  performing 
other  diplomatic  missions  with  skill  and 
tact;  a  close  friend  of  the  late  Presi¬ 
dents  Woodrow  Wilson,  Franklin  D. 
Roosevelt,  and  former  President  Harry 
S.  Tndman,  Joe  Davies  has  made  his  con¬ 
tribution  to  American  history.  In  any 
ppsition  he  occupied,  in  public  or  private 
’e,  “Joe”  Davies  carried  out  his  re¬ 
sponsibilities  and  performed  his  trust 
in  outstanding  manner. 

He  was  devoted  to  duty  and  loyal  to 
his  friends.  “Joe”  Davies  was  not  only 
a  kind  and  charitable  man,  but  greater, 
he  was  a  good  man. 

The  many  friends  and  admirers  of  Joe 
Davies  will  miss  him  very  much.  I  shall 
miss  him. 

To  his  loved  ones  left  behind  I  extend 
my  deep  sympathy  in  their  bereavement. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  wish  to  join  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  leader  in  expressing 
deep  regret  at  the  passing  of  former  Am¬ 
bassador  Joseph  E.  Davies.  It  was  my 
privilege  to  know  Mr.  Davies  since  1917. 
I  recall  being  in  Milwaukee  the  day  the 
first  Wisconsin  troops  went  off  to  fight 
World  War  I.  That  night  I  first  met 
\  Davies  at  a  banquet  and  have  en¬ 
joyed  his  friendship  ever  since. 

I  followed  his  career  and  know  the 
great  'contributions  he  has  made  to  the 
country^  in  many  fields  of  activity.  I 
join  in  expressing  my  sincere  regrets  on 
his  death  X,nd  offering  my  sympathy  to 
his  family. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  appreciate  the 
remarks  of  thdv  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  and  I\know  the  remarks  he 
made  will  bring  consolation  to  the  loved 
ones  left  behind. 

GENERAL  ORDEft,  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  McCORMACKA  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent\that  all  Mem¬ 
bers  who  desire  to  do  so  rhay  have  leave 
to  extend  their  remarks  £bt  this  point 
on  the  life,  character,  and  public  serv¬ 
ice  of  Mr.  Davies. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fronn  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
pie  in  the  Congress  who  knew  personal 
Ambassador  Joseph  E.  Davies  are  sad- 
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A  point  of  order  was  sustained  against  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Dingell  which 
would  have  authorized  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480, for 
theanalysis  and  evaluation  of  foreign  books,  periodicals,  and  other  materials 

of  technical  and  scientific  significance  to  the  U.  S.,  and  for  the  acquisi¬ 

tion  of  such  materials,  pp.  7833-34 

/ 

FED ERAL-S 'TATE  RELATIONS.  Received  from  the  President  a  message  recommending 
enactment  of  legislation  to  implement  the  recommendations  of  the7 Joint 
Federal-State  Action  Committee,  including  the  discontinuance  of  grants  for 
vocational  education,  and  discontinuance  of  grants  for  construction  of  waste 
treatment  plant's  (H.  Doc.  383).  pp.  7842-43,  7853  / 

Also  received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  a  proposed  bill  to  implement  these 

recommendations;  t\  Ways  and  Means  Committee.  p.  7853 

15.  PAY  RAISES.  Rep.  Granahan  urged  prompt  enactment  of  legislation  for  pay 
raises  for  Federal  employees.  pp.  7844-45 

16.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  conferees 

met  on  this  bill  "but  did  not  conclude  their  work,  and  will  meet  again 
Monday,  May  19."  p.  D418 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

17.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Kefauver  inserted  Ms  recent  address  commemorating  the 
25th  anniversary  of  TVA.  pp.  A4415-^6  / 

18.  DAIRY  CATTLE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Potter  inserting  excerpts  from 

a  proclamation  declaring  the  month/of  May  in  the  State  of  Michigan  as 
Purebred  Dairy  Cattle  Month,  p. /A4427 

19.  SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  Extension  of^  remarks  of  Rep.  McCormack  inserting  a  release 

itemizing  the  disposition  of/certain  surplus  property  and  stating  that  "I 
have  been  convinced  for  some  time  that  more  effective  management  of  the 
numerous  supply  and  service  systems  of  the  Dept,  of  Defense  would  greatly 
reduce  the  volume  of  surplus  property."  p.  A4435 

20.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Dbrn  inserted  Robt.  T.  Stevens',  former  Secretary  of 

the  Army,  speech  advocating  advantageous  reciprocal  trade,  pp.  A4435-7 


21. 


22. 


ONIONS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Knutson  urging  enactment  of  H.  R.  376, 
to  prohibit  tracing  in  onion  futures  in  commodity  exchangesX  p.  A4441 

FARM  PROGRAM/^  Rep.  Hemphill  inserted  Sen.  Thurmond's  address  during  the 
celebratioji  of  Farm  Day  in  Calhoun  County,  S.  C.  pp.  A4453-5  \ 

Rep.  Dague  inserted  an  editorial,  "Benson  Will  Survive."  p.  A4455 
j^sion  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Watts  inserting  an  article,  and  stating 
that  '/it  gets  to  the  bottom  of  the  so-called  increase  in  the  farmer's  in- 
pp.  A4460-1  ^ 

23.  STATEHOOD.  Rep.  Evins  inserted  2  articles  favoring  statehood  for  Alaska, 
jp.  A4459-60 
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BILLS  INTRODUCED 

24.  EDUCATION.  S.  3802,  by  Sen.  Smith,  N. J. ,  to  facilitate  administration 
act  authorizing  cooperative  research  in  education;  to  Labor  and  Publ: 
Comrhittee.  Remarks  of  author.  p.  7738 


the 
Welfare 


25.  LANDS.  Sv  3809,  by  Sen.  Jackson  (by  request),  to  grant  the  stat  s  of  public 
lands  to  certain  reef  lands  and  vesting  authority  in  the  commfs  Loner  of 
public  lands\>f  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  in  respect  of  reef^land  having  the 
status  of  public  lands;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 

26.  STOCKPILING.  S.  Re^v  304,  by  Sen.  Murray  (for  himself/and  others) , pertaining  to 
a  program  for  conversion  of  raw  stockpile  material^/for  immediate  usefulness; 
to  Government  Operation^ Committee. 


27.  STATEHOOD.  H.  R.  12500,  by 

provide  for  the  admission  of  tl 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 


Dellay,  and  R/  R.  12502,  by  Rep.  Libonati,  to 
State  of  Alaska  into  the  Union;  to  Interior 


28.  TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  H.  R.  12511,  by  Repo'S imp son,  Pa.,  H.  R.  12512,  by  Rep.  Don 
S.  C. ,  H.  R.  12513,  by  Rep.  Davis,  G^./\and  H.  R.  12514,  by  Rep.  Bailey,  to 
extend  for  2  years  the  authority  ox  the  President  to  enter  into  trade  agree¬ 
ments  under  section  350  of  the  Tariff  Act  olsj.930,  as  amended;  to  Ways  and 
Means  Committee. 

-0- 


C0MMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS 

May  15:  Amendments  to  pednut  allotments  legislation,  H.  Agri&a^ture  (Miller, 
Manwaring,  ^rid  Thigpen,  CSS,  to  testify). 

Self-help  dairy  stabilization  bills,  H.  Agriculture. 

Public  works  appropriations,  S.  Appropriations  and  H.  Appropriation  (exec)  . 
Foreign  aid  appropriations,  H.  Appropriations  (exec). 

Federal  employee  training  bills,  H.  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

Extension  of  trade  agreements  authority,  H.  Ways  and  Means  (exec) . 
Relationship  of  prices  to  economic  stability  and  growth,  Jt.  Economic  Commit 
Klamath/Indian  land  bills,  H.  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

May  16 :/  Review  of  USDA  water  resources  work,  S.  Interior  (Phillips,  SCS,  to 
testify) . 
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Senate  committee  reporte 
.ttee  reported  Commerce  appropriati 
functions  under  Packers  and  Stockyavds  Act. 

HOUSE 


Wildlife. .......... ......12 

bill  toxamend  Federal  Seed  Act.  House  corn- 
bill.  Rep.  Dixon  urged  transfer  of  certain 


1.  FORESTRY.  Passed  as  reported  N.  R.  6198,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  with  the  approval/of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  to  exclude  not 
more  than  10  acres  of  land' from  the  Sequoia  National  Park  to  become  a  part  of 
the  Sequoia  National  Game^ Refuge  within  the  Sequoia  National  Forest,  p.  8053 


2.  LIVESTOCK  DISEASES.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  1212k,  to  extend  to  wild 
animals  the  same  prohibition  against  entry  into  the  U.  S.\as  domestic  animals 
from  any  country  wlyere  rinderpest  or  foot-and-mouth  diseasexexists.  pp. 
8051-52 


3.  COPYRIGHTS.  Pa/sed  as  reported  H.  R.  8419,  to  provide  a  legal  remedy  for  owners 
of  copyrights'  against  infringements  by  the  Government,  pp.  8048-< 

4.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 

12540,  tKe  Commerce  and  related  agencies  appropriation  bill  for  1959  (Hs,^  Rept, 
1725).  /p.  3101 

Coyfterees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  10746,  the  Interior  and  related  agend^es 
appropriation  bill  for  1959,  including  the  Forest  Service,  Senate  conferee: 
we*e  appointed  Apr.  30,  p.  8042 


2 


The  "Daily  Digest”  states  that  "conferees  continued,  in  executive  session*, 
to  resolve  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  versions  of 
H.  R.  11767,  fiscal  1959  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration,  but  did  not  conclude  their  work  and  recessed  sub¬ 
ject  to  call  of  the  chair*"  p.  D434 


5.  WHEAT.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  as  follows:  "Committee  on  Agriculture:  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Wheat  met  in  executive  session  and  recommended  to  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  that  provisions  of  H,  R.  12112  (amended)  be  made  into  a  committee  print, 
for  inclusion  in  an  omnibus  farm  bill."  The  bill  provides  for  the  establish; 
si^nt  of  a  domestic  parity  plan  for  wheat,  p.  D433 

6.  MEATl^CKERS.  Rep.  Dixon  spoke  in  favor  of  the  transfer  of  certain  functions 

under 'the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  to  the  Federal  Trade  Commissi on ./and 
stated  that  he  intended  to  offer  the  language  of  S.  1356,  as  passed/by  the 
Senate,  £or  H.  R.  9020  when  this  legislation  is  considered  by  the/ House, 
p.  8062  \ 

7.  TVA.  Rep.  Evins,  and  others,  spoke  in  commemoration  of  the  2Sih  anniversary  of 
the  TVA,  and  praised  the  work  of  the  agency,  pp.  8070-78  / 

8.  FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONSHIPS.  Rep.  Cramer  discussed  Federal-State  relationships, 

and  stated  that  "we  ./»  must  make  an  about  face  and  return  federally  usurped 
authorities  and  responsibilities  to  the  States."  p.b.  8078-85 


9. 


11. 


13. 


SENATE 

THE  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY  COMMITTEE  reported  the  following  bills: 

S.  1939,  without  amendment,  tk>  amend  the  Federal  Seed  Act  (S.  Rept.  1590); 

H.  R.  6765,  without  amendment  ,\:o  repeal  the  prohibition  against  cotton 
acreage  reports  based  on  farmers'*  planting  intentions  (S.  Rept.  1591)  ; 

S.  3076,  without  amendment,  to  authorize  the  transportation  in  the  U.  S.  of 
live  foot-and-mouth  disease  /tfirus  for  research  purposes  (S.  Rept.  1589) . 
p.  7977 


10.  WEED  CONTROL.  The  Agriculturey^nd  Forestry  Committee  reported  an  original  bi1 
S.  3861,  providing  for  the  control  of  noxious  weeds  on  Federal  lands  (in  lieu 
of  S.  672  and  S.  2490)  (S.  Rept .  1588).  p.  7979X 


SALINE  WATER.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  S.  J.  Res.  135, /to  authorize  the  Interior  Department  to  construct  and 


operate  a  salt-water  conversion  demonstration  plant  (S 
Anderson  and  Wile/ commented  on  the  bill.  pp.  7977-9 


1593).  Sens. 


12.  WILDLIFE;  INSECTICIDES.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
with  amendments  S.  2447,  to  authorize  studies  of  the  effects 
upon  fish  and  wildlife  (S.  Rept.  1592).  p.  7977 

RECLAMATION.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  6940,  to  reimburse  owne 
acquired  under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  for  their  moving  expense 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  8020-8038 


ommittee  reported 
insecticides 


NING.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3199,  to  provide  that  the  period  for  doing  a) 
nual  assessment  work  on  unpatented  mineral  claims  would  be  from  Aug.  15  to 
Aug.  15,  commencing  in  1959.  pp.  8038-9 


of  lands 
This 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  conference  report  on  agricultural  appropriation  bill. 
Senate  agreed  to  conference  report  on  Interior  appropriation  bill.  House  committee 
reported  bill  to  permit  transfer  of  cotton  allotments  due  to  excessive  rainfall. 
Senate  committee  reported  bill  to  fix  price  support  on  extra-long  staple  cotton  at 
rp  to  75  percent  of  parity.  Rep.  Thomson,  and  others,  commended  administration 
.arm  program.  Senate  committee  reported  mutual  security  authorization  bill.  House 
debated  Alaska  statehood  bill. 


-HOUSE. 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1959.  Received  the  conference  report  on 

this  bill,  H.  R.  11767  (H.  Rept.  1776).  (pp.  3482-33,  $53$)  At  the  end  of 
this  Digest  is  a  summary  of  the  actions  of  the  conferees. 

2.  COTTON  ALLOTMENTS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R. 

12602,  to  permit  the  transfer  of  1958  farm  acreage  allotments  forkcotton  in  the 
case  of  natural  disasters  (H.  Rept.  1772).  p.  3530 

3.  SURPLUS' FOODS ,  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.\l2l64,  to 

permit  the  donation  of  surplus  foods  to  nonprofit  summer  camps  for  children 
(H/Rept.  1774).  p.  8530 


4.  ^STATEHOOD.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  7999,  the  Alaska  statehood  bill.  pp. 
8484-8521 


2 


10. 


id,  Ariz., 
system,  pp, 


5.  ‘FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Thomson  commended  administration  farm  policies,  discussed 

recent  improvements  in  various  segments  of  agriculture,  and  stated  "the  situa¬ 
tion  today  again  proves  that  price  supports  at  high  levels  are  not  in  the  best 
interests  of  agriculture."  Other  Representatives  joined  him  in  commendii 
present  policies,  pp.  8524-28 

6.  ECONOMIC^CONDITIONS,  Rep.  Vursell  discussed  current  economic  conditions  and 

stated  "we,  should  face  up  to  pur  responsibility,  and  stop  wage  and  grice  in¬ 
flation  before  this  session  of  Congress  adjourns."  pp.  8522-24 

7.  SMALL  BUSINESS. \s Rep.  Patman  inserted  a  letter  from  Gov.  McFarl; 

favoring  legislation  to  establish  a  small  business  capital  bai 
8528-28  \ 

\  SENATE 

8.  APPROPRIATIONS,  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  ^  10746,  the  Interior 

appropriation  bill  for  1959.  For  information  regarding  Forest  Service  items, 
see  Digest  80.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  8445-7 

\  7 

9.  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY  Committee  reported  the  following  bills: 

Without  amendment,  H.  R.  11399,  to  authorize  /he  Secretary  to  set  the  level 
°f  price  support  for  extras^long- staple  cotton  at  between  60  and  75 
percent  of  parity  (S.  Rept.\1628);  / 

With  amendments,  H.  R.  376,  to  prohibit  trading  in  onion  futures  on  commodity 
exchanges  (S.  Rept.  1631);  \  / 

Without  amendment,  H.  R.  7953,  to  facilitate  and  simplify  the  work  of  the 
Forest  Service  (S.  Rept.  1629); 

Without  amendment,  H.  R,  5497,  to  at/thoVize  Federal  assistance  for 

certain  fish  and  wildlife  dev^lopment\projects  under  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Acvt  (SARept. -1630),  p; '.8519 


FOREIGN  AID.  The  Foreign  Relation^  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R. 

12181,  the  mutual  security  authorization  bill  for  1958  (S.  Rept.  1627).  pp, 
8419-20  y 

Sen.  Proxmire  submitted  atrfi  discussed  three  amendments  to  the  foreign  aid 
bill  to  bar  all  aid  to  Yugoslavia,  the  Dominican  Republic,  and  Saudi  Arabia, 
p.  8424 

Sen.  Morse  discussed  th£  mutual  security  authorization  Bill,  urged  it  be 
strengthened,  and  announced  that  his  proxy  vote  for  Sen.  LoKg  did  not  indicate 
that  Sen.  Long  favorer  the  bill.  pp.  8450-1 

Sen.  Wiley  urged  passage  of  the  mutual  security  author  izatiim  bill  and  in¬ 
serted  his  radio  speech  in  favor  of  the  bill.  pp.  8451-2 

Sen.  Morse  obtained  unanimous  consent  to  file  his  minority  viewY  and  have 
them  printed  as  part  of  the  Senate  report  on  the  mutual  security  authorization 
bill.  He  urged' that  the  bill  be  amended  to  contain  more  loans  and  fewer  grants, 
pp.  8471-3 

Received  .from  the  President  the  13th  semiannual  report  on  the  operations  of 
the  mutual/security  program  (H.  Doc.  368) .  p.  8417  \ 

Received  from  the  Comptroller  General  an  audit  report  on  the  Economic  and 
Technical  Assistance  Program  for  Vietnam  as  conducted  by  ICA  from  1955  to  1957. 
p.  84ir 


11.  IMPORTS,  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  6006,  to  provide  for  greater  certainty,  speed, 
and  efficiency  in  the  enforcement  of  the  Antidumping  Act.  pp.  8455-6 
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jost  for  persons  selected  for  appointment  to  certain  positions.  H.  Government 
rations  Committee. 

36.  ALOOHOW\H.  R.  10514,  11189,  11753,  to  provide  for  the  transfer  to  this  Depart¬ 

ment  of  certain  alcohol-producing  facilities.  H.  Agriculture  Committee* 

37.  MILK.  H.  R.  7794\and  9286,  to  establish  standards  of  identify",  sanitation,  and 

sanitation  practices  for  the  production  and  sale  of  fluijLinilk  and  fluid  milk 
products.  H.  Intersbete  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committ< 

38.  RECLAMATION.  S,  1887,  to  at^horize  the  Secretary^ol:  the  Interior  to  construct 

the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Cemhr<il  Valley  project,  Calif.  H.  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee. 


39.  ROADS.  H.  R.  9821,  proposed  Federal- 
Committee. 


Highway  Act  of  1958.  H«  Fublic  Works 


40 .  APPROPRIATIONS,  Department  of  Defense  appropriations  for  1959:  (1)  procurement, 

supply,  and  surplus  operations  and  (2)  advanceoYesearch  projects,  language 
changes,  and  miscellaneous  items.  H,  Appropriat ioh6  Committee. 

-0- 

COMMITTEE  HEARINGS/ANKOUNCEMENTS : 

flay  27:  Proposals  on  peanut  supports  and  allotments,  H.  Agriculture^^higpen  and 
Miller,  CSS,  to  testify). 

Long-range  farm  program,  S.  Agriculture  (Nat.  Assoc,  of  Wheat  Growers  to^estify)  . 
H.  Agriculture  subcommittee  on  cotton  (exec) . 

Recognition  of  Federal  employee  organizations,  H.  Post  Office  and  Civil  Servii 
28:  Requests  for  additional  supergrades  and  other  high-level  positions,  H. 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  (Roberts  to  testify). 


oOo 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  Appropriation  Bill,  1959 

Conference  Report  (H.  Report  No.  1776) 

Excerpts  from  Statement  of  the  Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House 

"Agricultural  Research  Service 


Amendment  No.  1.  Research:  Appropriates  $59>CW+>890  instead  of  $58,444,890 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $59,362, 390  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  It  is 
intended  by  the  conferees  that  all  items  earmarked  in  both  the  House  and 
Senate  reports  shall  be  carried  out  by  the  Department  during  the  coming  fis¬ 
cal  year.  The  full  amounts  proposed  for  each  project  are  approved  with  the 
following  adjustments:  $100,000  additional  above  the  amount  earmarked  by  the 
House  for  rust  research  on  cereals;  a  total  of  $125,000  for  cold-hardiness 
research  on  citrus;  and  a  total  of  $25,000  for  research  on  hotspot  conditions 
in  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley. 

Amendment  No.  2.  Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  Appropriates 
$47,132,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $41,732,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House.  The  conferees  are  in  full  agreement  that  no  funds  shall  be  ex¬ 
pended  by  the  Department  for  eradication  of  the  screwworm  unless  and  until 

fully  matched  by  the  States  in  which  such  program  is  carried  out. 

• 

Amendment  No.  3.  Meat  inspection:  Appropriates  $17,326,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $24,326,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  conferees 
have  agreed  that  the  new  mandatory  poultry  inspection  service  may  be  located 
under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary. 
The  conferees  feel,  however,  that  the  Secretary  should  give  attention  to 
setting  up  a  new  combined  inspection  service  or  should  take  such  other  steps 
as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  the  creation  of  duplicate  offices  and  super¬ 
visory  personnel  for  the  meat  inspection  work  and  the  poultry  inspection 
activity.  In  this  connection  the  conferees  direct  that  additional  super¬ 
visory  personnel  in  Washington  and  the  field  for  these  activities  be  held  at 
an  absolute  minimum  and  that  no  new  area  or  district  offices  be  created  for 
either  service." 


"Agricultural  conservation  program 

Amendment  No.  8.  Reported  in  disagreement:  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  intend  to  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  concur  with  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  with  perfecting  language  to  require  that  the  1959  program  remain  the 
same  as  the  1957  and  1958  programs.  Most  states  followed  the  language  con¬ 
tained  in  last  year’s  conference  report  directing  that  no  changes  be  made  in 
the  1958  program  to  restrict  eligibility  requirements  or  delete  cost- sharing 
practices  included  in  the  1957  program.  Since  a  few  states  made  changes  in 
the  1958  program  despite  such  directive,  the  conferees  have  agreed  to 
language  in  the  accompanying  bill  which  will  restore  any  such  changes  and 
will  make  certain  that  future  changes  are  made  only  upon  the  recommendation 
of  the  County  Committee  concerned. 


Agricultural  Marketing  Servi.ce 


Amendment  No.  9*  Marketing  research  and.  agricultural  estimates:  Appropriates 
$14,195,000  instead  of  $14,095*000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $14,287, OCX) 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  The  increase  is  provided  to  extend  the  quarterly 
Cattle  and  Feed  Reports  to  thirteen  additional  states.  No  finds  are  pro¬ 
vided  for  monthly  interim  statistics.  The  conferees  have  received  some  com¬ 
plaints  concerning  the  accuracy  of  the  quarterly  reports.  They  request  that 
this  matter  be  studied  by  the  Department  and  reports  of  findings  be  provided 
to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  both  Houses. 

Amendment  No.  10.  Marketing  services:  Appropriates  $20,659,000  instead  of 
$14,097,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $21,272,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  increase  includes  $6,500,000  for  poultry  inspection,  $42,000 
for  extension  of  wholesale  meat  reports  and  market-news  services,  as  set 
forth  in  the  Senate  report,  and  $20,000  for  strengthening  wool  standardiza¬ 
tion  and  grading  work. 

Amendments  Nos.  11  and  12.  School-lunch  program:  Amendment  No.  11  appro¬ 
priates  $110,000,000  instead  of  $100,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$125,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  Amendment  No.  12  restores  House 
language  authorizing  the  transfer  of  section  32  funds  for  the  purchase  of 
food  for  use  in  the  school-lunch  program;  for  this  purpose  the  amount  of 
$35,000,000  is  provided  instead  of  $55,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Soil  bank  programs 

Amendment  No.  13 .  Conservation  reserve  program:  Appropriates  $200,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $250,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House, 
The  reduction  is  based  on  final  figures  indicating  total  sign-ups  of 
$71,468,000  for  the  1958  program. 

Amendments  Ncs.  14  and  15 .  Conservation  reserve  program:  Authorizes 
)  $16,000,000  for  administrative  expenses  instead  of  $15,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $17,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  provide 
$12,750,000  for  county  committee  expenses  instead  of  $12,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $13,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  17:  Conservation  reserve  program:  Reported  in  disagreement." 

"farmers'  Home  Administration 

Amendment  No.  21.  Loan  authorizations:  Establishes  a  contingency  fund  of 
$20,000,000  as  proposed  by  both  Houses,  with  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  for 
farm  ownership  loans  under  title  I  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  and 
the  balance  for  farm  operating  loans  under  Title  II  of  that  Act. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

Amendment  No.  22.  Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $2,968,000  instead  of 
$2,943,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,043,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  additional  $25,000  is  for  legal  work  related  to  the  new  mandatory  poul¬ 
try  inspection  work  of  the  Department. 


-8- 


Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

The  conferees  have  considered  statements  contained  in  the  reports  of  the  two 
committees,  particularly  comments  relative  to  "cotton  and  other  export  sub¬ 
sidy  programs."  They  are  in  full  agreement  that  it  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the  House  and  Senate  to  review  activities 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  under  all  existing  laws  for  which  appropria¬ 
tions  are  proposed  by  the  executive  branch  or  are  considered  by  the  Congress, 
In  carrying  out  this  responsibility,  they  recognize  that  it  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  such  committees  to  recommend  approval  or  disapproval  of  appro¬ 
priations  and  to  make  comments  and  recommendations  with  regard  tc  such  pro¬ 
grams  and  activities. 

In  connection  with  the  comments  of  the  House  committee  on  the  export  policies 
of  the  Department,  the  conferees  would  point  out  that,  were  it  not  for  ex¬ 
ports,  American  agriculture  literally  would  smother  in  its  own  production. 
Sixty  million  acres  of  cropland  —  1  out  of  every  5  —  produce  for  export. 

The  large  flow  of  agricultural  products  to  customers  overseas  not  only  pro¬ 
vides  additional  farm  income  hut  also  eases  the  pressure  of  supplies  on  the 
domestic  market  and  strengthens  prices. 

In  the  1956-57  marketing  year  the  United  States  exported  over  $1  billion  of 
cotton,  $400  million  of  tobacco,  $196  million  of  soybeans,  $190  million  of 
rice,  $350  million  of  feed  grains,  $231  million  of  dairy  products,  $46  mil¬ 
lion  of  poultry  products,  $405  million  of  fats  and  oils,  $230  million  of 
fruits,  and  $958  million  cf  wheat. 

In  the  handling  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  operations,  including  the 
export  program  it  is  to  be  noted  that  payments  to  the  trade  for  such  things 
as  storage,  handling  and  transportation  costs,  including  any  exorbitant 
profits,  in  fact,  all  costs  or  losses  of  the  Commodity  Credit,  add  to  the 
costs  to  the  Treasury  and  increase  appropriations.  Further,  they  are 
charged  against  the  farm  program,  and  are  frequently  used  as  arguments 
against  farm  programs,  though,  of  course,  such  expenditures  do  not  gc  to 
the  farmer.  These  facts  make  it  essential  that  the  Committees  on  Appropid- .  . 
ations  maintain  a  continuing  review  of  Departmental  activities  to  see  that 
unnecessary  expenditures  are  not  made  and  unnecessary  losses  are  not  incurred 
due  to  the  failure  of  the  United  States  to  retain  its  fair  share  of  world 
markets . 

The  conferees  point  out  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  full  auth¬ 
ority  to  sell  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis  and 
would  call  attention  to  the  large  increase  in  American  exports  for  dollars 
which  have  occurred  with  the  use  of  such  authority  in  the  past  several  years. 
The  conferees  take  note  of  the  fact  that  the  Department  has  announced,  with 
reference  to  cotton,  that  in  the  future  the  authority  to  sell  competitively 
for  dollars  through  normal  trade  channels  will  he  maintained  concurrently 
with  a  program  of  payment  of  an  export  subsidy  in  kind. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  conferees  that,  in  order  to  retain  for  the  United 
States  its  fair  share  of  world  markets,  all  authority  of  lav/  should  he  used 
to  the  fullest  extent  necessary  to  keep  United  States  farm  commodities 
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offered  in  world  trade  at  competitive  prices.  Officials  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  in  the  interest  of  the  Government  and  of  the  farm  pro¬ 
grams,  in  keeping  farm  commodities  avai3.able  in  world  trade  at  competitive 
prices,  should  make  every  effort  to  obtain  the  largest  return  for  such  com¬ 
modities  with  the  minimum  of  cost.'1 
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85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
2d  Session  J 


Report 
No.  1776 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1959 


May  26,  1958. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  11767] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  11767) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  13,  18,  19,  and  20,  and  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $59 ,044,890; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $14,195,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendriient  numbered  10: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 20,659,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  1 1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 110,000,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  12: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  12,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Kestore  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said  amendment  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  Provided  further,  That  $85,000,000  shall  be  transferred 
to  this  appropriation  from,  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of 
August  24,  1985,  for  purchase  and  distribution  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  such  additional  funds  to  be  used  for  the  general  purposes  of  section 
82]  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $16,000,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  15: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  15,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $12,750,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  16: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $375,000,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  out  and  inserted  by  said  amendment 
insert  the  following:  :  Provided  further,  That  an  additional  amount, 
not  to  exceed  $20,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  ana 
conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during  fiscal  yea i 
1959  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly 
conduct  of  the  loan  programs  under  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  which  shall  be  available  for 
loans  under  title  I  and  section  48  of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  as  amended; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  22: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 2,968,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  8  and  17. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

Alfred  E.  Santangelo, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

Walt  Horan, 

C.  W.  Vursell, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Lister  Hill, 

A.  Willis  Robertson, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  11767)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1959,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement 
in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amendments, 
namely: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

Amendment  No.  1 — Research:  Appropriates  $59,044,890  instead  of 
$58,444,890  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $59,362,390  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  It  is  intended  by  the  conferees  that  all  items  earmarked  ( 
in  both  the  House  and  Senate  reports  shall  be  carried  out  by  the 
Department  during  the  coming  fiscal  year.  The  full  amounts  pro¬ 
posed  for  each  project  are  approved  with  the  following  adjustments: 
$100,000  additional  above  the  amount  earmarked  by  the  House  for 
rust  research  on  cereals;  a  total  of  $125,000  for  cold-hardiness  research 
on  citrus;  and  a  total  of  $25,000  for  research  on  “hotspot”  conditions 
in  the  lower  Rio  Grande  Vakey. 

Amendment  No.  2 — Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $47,132,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $41 ,732,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  conferees  are  in  full  agreement  that 
no  funds  shall  be  expended  by  the  Department  for  eradication  of  the 
screwworm  unless  and  until  fully  matched  by  the  States  in  which 
such  program  is  carried  out. 

Amendment  No.  3 — Meat  inspection:  Appropriates  $17,326,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $24,326,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House.  The  conferees  have  agreed  that  the  new  mandatory  poultry- 
inspection  service  may  be  located  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary.  The  conferees  feel,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  Secretary  should  give  attention  to  setting  up  a  new  com-  . 
bined  inspection  service  or  should  take  such  other  steps  as  may  be  \ 
necessary  to  prevent  the  creation  of  duplicate  offices  and  supervisory 
personnel  for  the  meat-inspection  work  and  the  poultry-inspection 
activity.  In  this  connection  the  conferees  direct  that  additional 
supervisory  personnel  in  Washington  and  the  field  for  these  activities 
be  held  at  an  absolute  minimum  and  that  no  new  area  or  district  offices 
be  created  for  either  service. 

Amendments  Nos.  4  and  5 — State  experiment  stations:  Appropriate 
$31,553,708  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $30,353,708  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Extension  Service 

Amendments  Nos.  6  and  7 — Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Rico:  Appropriate  $53,715,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $50,715,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 
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Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

Amendment  No.  8:  Reported  in  disagreement.  The  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  intend  to  ofTer  a  motion  to  recede  and  concur 
with  the  Senate  amendment  with  perfecting  language  to  require 
that  the  1959  program  remain  the  same  as  the  1957  and  1958  pro¬ 
grams.  Most  States  followed  the  language  contained  in  last  year’s 
conference  report,  directing  that  no  changes  be  made  in  the  1958 
program  to  restrict  eligibility  requirements  or  delete  cost-sharing 
practices  included  in  the  1957  program.  Since  a  few  States  made 
changes  in  the  1958  program  despite  such  directive,  the  conferees 
have  agreed  to  language  in  the  accompanying  bill  which  will  restore 
any  such  changes  and  will  make  certain  that  future  changes  are  made 
only  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  county  committee  concerned. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

Amendment  No.  9 — Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates: 
Appropriates  $14,195,000  instead  of  $14,095,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $14,287,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  is 
'provided  to  extend  the  quarterly  cattle  and  feed  reports  to  13  addi¬ 
tional  States.  No  funds  are  provided  for  monthly  interim  statistics. 
The  conferees  have  received  some  complaints  concerning  the  accuracy 
of  the  quarterly  reports.  They  request  that  this  matter  be  studied 
by  the  Department  and  reports  of  findings  be  provided  to  the  Com¬ 
mittees  and  Appropriations  of  both  Houses. 

Amendment  No.  10 — Marketing  services:  Appropriates  $20,659,000 
instead  of  $14,097,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $21,272,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  includes  $6,500,000  for  poultry 
inspection,  $42,000  for  extension  of  wholesale  meat  reports  and  market 
news  services,  as  set  forth  in  the  Senate  report,  and  $20,000  for 
strengthening  wool  standardization  and  grading  work. 

Amendments  Nos.  11  and  12 — School-lunch  program:' Amendment 
No.  11  appropriates  $110  million  instead  of  $100  million  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $125  million  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  Amend¬ 
ment  No.  12  restores  House  language  authorizing  the  transfer' of 
section  32  funds  for  the  purchase  of  food  for  use  in  the  school-lunch 
program;  for  this  purpose  the  amount  of  $35  million  is  provided  instead 
of  $55  million  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

I  Soil  Bank  Programs 

Amendment  No.  13 — Conservation  reserve  program:  Appropriates 
$200  million  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $250  million  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House.  The  reduction  is  based  on  final  figures  indicat¬ 
ing  total  signups  of  $71,468,000  for  the  1958  program. 

Amendments  No.  14  and  15 — Conservation  reserve  program:  Author¬ 
ize  $16  million  for  administrative  expenses  instead  of  $15  million  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $17  million  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 
and  provide  $12,750,000  for  county-committee  expenses  instead  of 
$12  million  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $13,500,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  17 — Conservation  reserve  program:  Reported  in  dis¬ 
agree  ment. 
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Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

Amendment  No.  18 — Sugar  act  program:  Appropriates  $76  million 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $71  million  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

Amendments  Nos.  19  and  20 — Loan  authorizations:  Authorize 
$317  million  for  rural  electrification  loans  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $300  million  as  proposed  by  the  House;  also  authorize 
$67,500,000  for  rural  telephone  loans  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $60  million  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

Amendment  No.  21 — Loan  authorizations:  Establishes  a  con¬ 
tingency  fund  of  $20  million  as  proposed  by  both  Houses,  with  not  to 
exceed  $5  million  for  farm-ownership  loans  under  title  I  of  the  Bank- 
head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  and  the  balance  for  farm  operating  loans 
under  title  II  of  that  act.  ^ 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

Amendment  No.  22 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates 
$2,968,000  instead  of  $2,943,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$3,043,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  additional  $25,000  is 
for  legal  work  related  to  the  new  mandatory  poultry-inspection  work 
of  the  Department. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

The  conferees  have  considered  statements  contained  in  the  reports 
of  the  two  committees,  particularly  comments  relative  to  “cotton  and 
other  export  subsidy  programs.”  They  are  in  full  agreement  that  it 
is  the  responsibility  of  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the  House 
and  Senate  to  review  activities  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
under  all  existing  laws  for  which  appropriations  are  proposed  by  the 
executive  branch  or  are  considered  by  the  Congress.  In  carrying  out 
this  responsibility,  they  recognize  that  it  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
such  committees  to  recommend  approval  or  disapproval  of  appro-, 
priations  and  to  make  comments  and  recommendations  with  regard  \ 
to  such  programs  and  activities. 

In  connection  with  the  comments  of  the  House  committee  on  the 
export  policies  of  the  Department,  the  conferees  would  point  out  that, 
were  it  not  for  exports,  American  agriculture  literally  would  smother 
in  its  own  production.  Sixty  million  acres  of  cropland — 1  out  of 
every  5 — produce  for  export.  The  large  flow  of  agricultural  products 
to  customers  overseas  not  only  provides  additional  farm  income  but 
also  eases  the  pressure  of  supplies  on  the  domestic  market  and 
strengthens  prices. 

In  the  1956-57  marketing  year  the  United  States  exported  over  $1 
billion  of  cotton,  $400  million  of  tobacco,  $196  million  of  soybeans, 
$190  million  of  rice,  $350  million  of  feed  grains,  $231  million  of  dairy 
products,  $46  million  of  poultry  'products,  $405  million  of  fats  and 
oils,  $230  million  of  fruits,  and  $958  million  of  wheat. 
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Iu  the  handling  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  operations, 
including  the  export  program,  it  is  to  be  noted  that  payments  to  the 
trade  for  such  things  as  storage,  handling  and  transportation  costs, 
including  any  exorbitant  profits,  in  fact  all  costs  or  losses  of  the. 
Commodity  Credit,  add  to  the  costs  to  the  Treasury  and  increase 
appropriations.  Further,  they  are  charged  against  the  farm  program, 
and  are  frequently  used  as  arguments  against  farm  programs,  though, 
of  course,  such  expenditures  do  not  go  to  the  farmer.  These  facts 
make  it  essential  that  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  maintain  a 
continuing  review  of  departmental  activities  to  see  that,  unnecessary 
expenditures  are  not  made  and  unnecessary  losses  are  not  incurred 
due  to  the  failure  of  the  United  States  to  retain  its  fair  share  of  world 
markets. 

The  conferees  point  out  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
has  full  authority  to  sell  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis  and  would  call  attention  to  the  large  increase  in  Ameri¬ 
can  exports  for  dollars  which  have  occurred  with  the  use  of  such  au¬ 
thority  in  the  past  several  years.  The  conferees  take  note  of  the 
fact  that  the  Department  has  announced,  with  reference  to  cotton, 
that  in  the  future  the  authority  to  sell  competitively  for  dollars 
through  normal  trade  channels  will  be  maintained  concurrently  with 
a  program  of  payment  of  an  export  subsidy  in  kind. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  conferees  that,  in  order  to  retain  for  the 
United  States  its  fair  share  of  world  markets,  all  authority  of  law 
should  be  used  to  the  fullest  extent  necessary  to  keep  United  States 
farm  commodities  offered  in  world  trade  at  competitive  prices. 
Officials  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  in  the  interest  of  the 
Government  and  of  the  farm  programs,  in  keeping  farm  commodities 
available  in  world  trade  at  competitive  prices,  should  make  every 
effort  to  obtain  the  largest  return  for  such  commodities  with  the 
minimum  of  cost. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

Alfred  E.  Santangelo, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

Walt  Horan, 

C.  W.  Vursell, 

John  Taber, 

I  Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 
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ich  of  the  debate  and  uncertainty  sur¬ 
rounds  the  central  issue  of  military  or  clvil- 
ian priorities  in  space  research. 

Theyndministratlon  took  the  first  step  to¬ 
ward  organizing  for  the  space  age  in  Janu¬ 
ary  when  the  Defense  Department  an¬ 
nounced  IN.  would  create  an  Advanced  Re¬ 
search  Projects  Agency  to  direct  military 
space  projectav  It  was  not  until  April  1, 
however,  that  agency  acquired  a  direc¬ 
tor — Roy  W.  Johnson,  former  General  Elec¬ 
tric  Co.  vice  president — and  began  function¬ 
ing. 

On  April  2 — almosf\6  months  after  the 
first  Soviet  satellite  w relaunched — the  ad¬ 
ministration  sent  to  Congress  its  proposal 
for  a  civilian  space  agency/built  around  the 
long-established  National  AaVjsory  Commit 
tee  for  Aeronautics. 

Congress  is  still  revamping  the  proposal 
trying  to  find  some  formula  to  resolve  the 
inherent  conflict  between  the  millVry  and 
civilian  agencies  for  control  of  spacp proj¬ 
ects. 

A  plan  oriented  in  civilian  research  'has 
been  approved  by  the  House  Space  Commi^ 
tee,  but  the  legislation  is  still  under  con 
sideration  in  a  similar  Senate  space  com¬ 
mittee.  It  does  not  appear  likely,  there¬ 
fore,  that  the  legislation  will  be  approved 
and  the  civilian  space  agency  established 
and  functioning  before  midsummer. 

The  creation  of  ARPA  resulted  in  some 
criticism  among  the  military  research  of¬ 
ficials,  who  felt  there  already  were  adequate 
authority  and  resources  within  the  Defense 
Department — if  used — to  get  a  space  pro¬ 
gram  underway.  Some  of  this  criticism 
has  subsided  now  that  ARPA  has  started  to 
operate. 

The  introduction  of  the  new  space  agency 
■  proposal  has  tended  once  again  temporarily 
to  complicate  the  organizational  picture. 

Under  orders  from  the  President,  the  civil¬ 
ian  space  projects  now  being  handled  by 
ARPA  will  be  transferred  to  the  new  civilian 
agency.  The  transfer  discussions  over  the 
last  several  weeks  have  run  into  the  inevita¬ 
ble  conflict  of  distinguishing  between  civilian 
and  military  space  projects. 

The  compromise  developing  is  that  the 
civilian  and  military  space  agencies  will  co¬ 
operate  in  major  projects,  such  as  man  in 
space  and  development  of  more  powerful 
rocket  engines. 

PROBLEMS  FOR  A  BUREAUCRAT 

Superimposed  on  these  civilian  and  mili¬ 
tary  space  agencies  will  be  complex  organ; 
zational  lines  of  authority  that  only  the 
experienced  bureaucrat  can  follow. 

Mr.  Johnson’s  agency,  for  instance/must 
coordinate  with  the  Defense  Department 
Guided  Missile  Office  to  obtain  ballistic  mis¬ 
siles  for  launching  space  vehicled — another 
possible  point  of  conflict  since  the  inevitable 
priority  will  go  to  military  use/>f  the  missiles. 

The  Johnson  agency  also  rhust  coordinate 
Its  overall  plans  with  the/Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  Director  of  Research  Then  the  plans, 
for  approval,  must  go  jap  through  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense’s  Office  hnd  over  to  Dr. 
Killian  and  the  Budget  Bureau  for  approval. 

Among  the  fevyhew  space  projects  to  go 
through  this  ora&niaztional  mill  and  come 
out  approved  sere  the  Air  Force  and  Army 
proposal  for  lunar  probe  rockets. 

As  Dr.  He/bert  F.  York,  the  chief  scientist 
erf 'ARPA,  Commented  to  a  House  committee 
recently/this  program  "has  been  firmly  au¬ 
thorized  by  everybody  that  we  are  aware  of 
that  Jtfas  to  authorize  it.” 

are  growing  complaints  from  the 
fitary  that  space  proposals  submitted  in  * 


the  immediate  months  after  the  first  Soviet 
satellite  still  have  not  been  approved. 

FOUR-MONTH  ROCKET  PLAN  WAITS 

For  Instance,  there  has  been  no  firm  de¬ 
cision  reached,  and  funds  made  available  to 
proceed  with  the  development  of  a  rocket 
engine  with  1  million  pounds  thrust — a  pro¬ 
posal  made  by  the  Air  Force  some  4  months 
ago. 

Development  of  such  an-  engine — which 
would  be  six  times  more  powerful  than  pres¬ 
ently  available  engines — is  generally  regarded 
as  the  first  key  step  in  any  long-range  space 
program.  It  is  only  with  such  an  engine 
that  the  United  States  can  hope  to  leapfrog 
the  Russians  with'bigger  and  better  satellites 
and  space  vehicles. 

For  the  moment  the  Soviet  Union  has  the 
advantage  that  it  not  only  started  develop¬ 
ment  of  military  ballistic  missiles  earlier, 
but  also  developed  more  powerful  rocket 
engines  to  carry  its  heavier  atomic  warheads. 

It  will  be  late  this  year  before  United 
States  intermediate  range  ballistic  missiles, 
capable  of  launching  satellites  weighing 
several  hundred  pounds,  become  available 
for  space  exploration.  It  will  be  1960  at  the 
rliest  before  intercontinental  ballistic,/ 
missiles  ‘  will  be  available  for  launching 
scientific  satellites  and  space  vehicles  weign- 
a  torreor  more. 

The  NAgency’s  answer  to  these  military 
complaints  of  Inaction  is  that  in  Its  short 
existence  ft  has  not  had  a  chance/to  evalu¬ 
ate  and  decide  upon  the  many/and  often 
competing  space  proposals  before  it.  As  Mr. 
Johnson  and  Dr.  York  recently  told  Con¬ 
gress,  it  probablycwill  take/several  months 
to  evaluate  the  proposals /and  8  months  to 
get  up  "a  full  head  onstes 

Many  of  the  hundWd  or  so  space  pro¬ 
posals  before  the  AgejlcysJiave  gone  through 
extensive  evaluation  previously  while  the 
space  program  was  being  temporarily  han¬ 
dled  by  the  Defense  Department’s  Guided 
Missile  Office.  /The  projects  were  reviewed 
in  January  the  special  capabilities  panel 
headed  bv/ Homer  J.  Stewart— the  same 
commite e/that  in  1955  recommended  that 
the  satellite  program  be  given  to  the  T^avy’s 
pro  j  eel/ V  anguard . 

The  Guided  Missiles  Office,  however,  Was 
tant  to  make  any  extensive  commit 
hts  on  the  various  space  proposals  for' 
of  tying  the  hands  of  the  new  agency, 
then  in  the  process  of  creation. 

In  the  last  several  weeks,  Mr.  Johnson’s 
Agency  has  drafted  a  tentative  space  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1. 
The  Agency,  which  thus  far  has  been  oper¬ 
ating  on  emergency  funds  supplied  by  the 
Defense  Department,  is  asking  $520  million 
in  appropriations,  of  which  it  plans  to 
spend  some  $250  million  during  the  coming 
fiscal  year. 

As  tentatively  earmarked  by  ARPA,  more 
than  half  of  its  appropriation — some  $309,- 
400,000 — will  go  for  the  development  of  a 


ets  to  the  vicinity  of  the  moon  with  instn 
mentation  so  they  could  measure  the  mood's 
magnetism  and  photograph  its  far  sideyfind 
for  a  continuing  scientific  satellite  program. 

Even  for  this  tentative  program  of  space 
research  it  is  conceded  by  Mr.  Johnson  that 
the  funds  requested  are  inadequate  and  that 
there  will  have  to  be  further  /Screening  to 
pick  out  the  higher  priority  projects. 

For  the  Pied  Piper  project,  for  instance, 
$50  million  less  is  being  requested  than  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Air  Force/  The  program  in¬ 
volves  $15  million  for  development  of  the  1 
million-pound  thrusyfengime — a  5-year  proj¬ 
ect  estimated  to  cost'at  least  $200  million. 

As  is  Mr.  Johnson's  agency,  the  new  civil¬ 
ian  space  agenoy  is  stil  in  the  process  of 
justifying  its .projects  to  the  Killian  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  Its 
tentative  plans  call  for  spending  $100  mil¬ 
lion  in  tyk  coming  fiscal  year  and  to  build 
up  to  a  ,$1,300  million  level  in  3  years. 

Indicative  of  this  organizational  problem 
is  tae  difficulty  the  new  space  agency  en¬ 
countered  in  obtaining  its  budget.  At  first 
le  Budget  Bureau  said  it  could  not  consider 
the  budget  of  an  agency  not  yet  created.  It 
relented  after  it  was  pointed  out  that  if  the 
budget  was  not  prepared  now,  the  space 
agency  would  have  to  wait  until  next  year 
to  obtain  appropriations  from  Congress. 

In  the  view  of  many  of  the  officials  inter¬ 
viewed,  this  deliberate  pace  of  preparations 
for  the  space  race  reflects  the  apathy  about 
Soviet  space  developments  that  permeates 
Congress,  the  administration,  and  the  pub¬ 
lic — an  apathy  that  was  not  shattered  when 
the  Soviet  Union  launched  last  week  its  third 
satellite  weighting  2,900  pounds. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  4 
o’clock  and  44  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Senate 
adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Tuesday,  May 
27,  1958,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 

cecutive  nominations  received  by  the 
ite  May  26, 1958: 

United  States  Marshal 
FranlfryOuarles,  of  Tennessee,  to  be  United 
States  rmvrshal  for  the  eastern  district  of 
Tennessee  lor  the  term  of  4  years.  He  is 
now  servingin  this  office  under  an  appoint¬ 
ment  which  expired  March  9,  1958. 

the  Navy 


Adm.  Felix  B.  Stl*mp,  United  States  Navy, 
to  be  placed  on  the  retired  list  with  the  rank 
of_  admiral  under  the\3rovisions  of  title  10, 
missile  defense  against  ballistic  missiles  and*»  Cflhted  States  Code,  section  5233. 
for  a  military  reconnaissance  satellite  proj-  vlce  Adm  James  g  Ruiell>  united  States 
ect  of  the  Air  Force  known  as  Pied  Piper.  Navy>  to  be  vice  Chlef  of  operations  in 

two  hundred  and  ten  million  for  space  the  Department  of  the  NavyNpder  the  pro- 
Some  $210  million  would  go  for  space  visions  of  title  10,  United  Stafig  Code,  sec- 


projects.  It  has  tentatively  allocated  $138 
million  for  such  space  developments  as 
man-in-space  research;  a  1 -million-pound- 
thrust  engine;  communications,  weather, 
and  navigational  satellites,  satellite-track¬ 
ing  systems,  and  satellite  instrumentation 
and  power  sources. 

The  remaining  $72  million  would  go  for  the 
already  approved  projects  to  shoot  five  rock¬ 


tion  5085. 

Having  designated,  under  the  jirovisions 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  section  5231, 
Vice  Adm.  James  S.  Russell,  United  States 
Navy,  for  commands  and  other  duties  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  President  to  be  within  the  cc 
templatlon  of  said  section,  I  nominate  hir 
to  have  the  grade,  rank,  pay  and  allowances  ’ 
of  admiral  while  so  serving. 


No.  83 - 9 


House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon, 
le  Reverend  Ernest  A.  deBordenave, 
D.  D\Emmanuel  Episcopal  Church,  Mid- 
dlebure,  Va.,  offered  the  following 

prayerN.  „  „  . 

O  God,  behold  the  Members  of  this 

Congress.  x 

They  are  galled  upon  to  make  fateful 
decisions  that^  affect  the  life  of  all  man¬ 
kind,  while  tilery  themselves  are  pride¬ 
ful,  self-centered  sinners  like  everybody 
else.  Theirs  is  a,  great  opportunity  but 
an  awful  responsibility.  Surely,  they 
need  Thy  help. 

Keep  them  humbleVby  the  knowledge 
that  Thou  art  the  final  ruler  in  human 
history.  Guide  them  by,  the  knowledge 
that  Thy  justice  is  the  measure  of  Thy 
demand  upon  their  decisiof 

Give  them  fortitude  to  accept  what 
cannot  be  changed,  courage  't-o  change 
what  they  ought  to  change,  and.  wisdom 
to  know  the  one  from  the  other .\  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  : 
day.  May  23,  1958,  was  read  and  ap> 
proved. 


REPORT  ON  AGRICULTURE  AP¬ 
PROPRIATION  BILL 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tonight  to  file  a  conference  report 
on  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(The  conference  report  and  statement 
follow:)  i 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1776) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R, 
11767)  making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1959,  and  for  other  purposes,  having 
met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  13,  18,  19,  and  20,  and 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$59,044,890”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend- 
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merit  insert  “$14,195,000”;  and  the  Senate 
.  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10:  That  the  House 
1  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree 
j  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend - 
|  ment  insert  “$20,659,000”;  and  the  Senate 
i  agree  to  the  same. 

I  Amendment  numbered  1 1 :  That  the  House 
j  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend - 
i  ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree 
!  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
j  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend- 
!  ment  insert  “110,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
|  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  12:  That  the 
I  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
'  amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  12, 

\  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
j  as  follows :  Restore  the  matter  stricken  out 
i  by  said  amendment  amended  to  read  as 
■  follows:  “ Provided  further,  That  $35,000,000 
;i  shall  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation 
j  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of 
j  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and 
:  distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
ij  other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the 
i  National  School'  Lunch  Act,  such  additional 
funds  to  be  used  for  the  general  purposes  of 
j  section  32”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  14:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$16,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  15 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  Its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  15,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$12,750,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  16:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$375,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  out  and  in¬ 
serted  by  said  amendment  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “ Provided  further.  That  an  addi¬ 
tional  amount,  not  to  exceed  $20,000,000, 
may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount 
is  required  during  fiscal  year  1959  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expedi¬ 
tious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  pro¬ 
grams  under  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Ten¬ 
ant  Act,  as  amended,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000 
of  which  shall  be  available  for  loans  under 
Title  I  and  section  43  of  Title  IV  of  such 
Act,  as  amended”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  22 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows;  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 


amendment  insert  "$2,968,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in 
disagreement  amendments  numbered  8 
and  17. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

Alfred  E.  Santangelo, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

Walt  Horan, 

C.  W.  Vursell, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Lister  Hill, 

A.  Willis  Robertson, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  11767)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  for 
other  purposes,  submit  the  following  state¬ 
ment  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  ac¬ 
tion  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each 
of  such  amendments,  namely:  - 

department  of  agriculture 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

Amendment  No.  1.  Research:  Appropriates 
$59,044,890  instead  of  $58,444,890  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  and  $59,362,390  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate.  It  is  intended  by  the 
conferees  that  all  items  earmarked  in  both 
the  House  and  Senate  reports  shall  be  car¬ 
ried  out  by  the  Department  during  the  com¬ 
ing  fiscal  year.  The  full  amounts  proposed 
for  each  project  are  approved  with  the  fol¬ 
lowing  adjustments:  $100,000  additional 
above  the  amount  earmarked  by  the  House 
for  rust  research  on  cereals;  a  total  of  $125,- 
000  for  cold-hardiness  research  on  citrus; 
and  a  total  of  $25,000  for  research  on  hot¬ 
spot  conditions  in  the  Lower  Rio  Grande 
Valley.-'’ 

Amendment  No.  2.  Plant  and  animal  dis¬ 
ease  and  pest  control:  Appropriates  $47,132,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$41,732,000  as  proposeti  by  the  House.  The 
conferees  are  in  full  agreement  that  no 
funds  shall  be  expended  by  the  Department 
for  eradication  of  the  screwworm  unless  and 
until  fully  matched  by  the  States  in  which 
such  program  is  carried  out. 

Amendment  No.  3.  Meat  inspection:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $17,326,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $24,326,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House.  The  conferees  have  agreed  that 
the  new  mandatory  poultry  inspection  serv¬ 
ice  may  be  located  under  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary.  The  conferees  feel,  however, 
that  the  Secretary  should  give  attention  to 
setting  up  a  new  combined  inspection  serv¬ 
ice  or  should  take  such  other  steps  as  may 
be  necessary  to  prevent  the  creation  of 
duplicate  offices  and  supervisory  personnel 
for  the  meat  inspection  work  and  the  poul- 
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try  Inspection  activity.  In  this  connection, 
the  conferees  direct  that  additional  super¬ 
visory  personnel  In  Washington  and  the 
field  for  these  activities  be  held  at  an  ab¬ 
solute  minimum  and  that  no  new  area  or 
district  offices  be  created  for  either  service. 

Amendments  Nos.  4  and  5.  State  experi¬ 
ment  stations:  Appropriate  $31,553,708  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $30,353,- 
708  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Extension  Service 

Amendments  Nos.  6  and  7.  Payments  to 
States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
Appropriate  $53,715,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $50,715,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Agricultural  conservation  program 

Amendment  No.  8.  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment:  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  Intend  to  offer  a  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  with  the  Senate  amendment 
with  perfecting  language  to  require  that 
the  1959  program  remain  the  same  as  the 
1957  and  1958  programs.  Most  states  fol¬ 
lowed  the  language  contained  in  last  year’s 
conference  report  directing  that  no  changes 
be  made  In  the  1958  program  to  restrict 
eligibility  requirements  or  delete  cost¬ 
sharing  practices  included  in  the  1957  pro¬ 
gram.  Since  a  few  states  made  changes  in 
the  1958  program  despite  such  directive,  the 
conferees  have  agreed  to  language  In  the 
accompanying  bill  which  will  restore  any 
such  changes  and  will  make  certain  that 
future  changes  are  made  only  upon  the 
recommendation  of  the  County  Committee 
concerned. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

Amendment  No.  9.  Marketing  research  and 
agricultural  estimates:  Appropriates  $14.- 
195,000  Instead  of  $14,095,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $14,287,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  increase  Is  provided  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  quarterly  Cattle  and  Feed  Reports  to 
thirteen  additional  states.  No  funds  are 
provided  for  monthly  Interim  statistics.  The 
conferees  have  received  some  complaints  con¬ 
cerning  the  accuracy  of  the  quarterly  reports. 
They  request  that  this  matter  be  studied  by 
the  Department  and  reports  of  findings  be 
provided  to  the  Committees  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  of  both  Houses. 

Amendment  No.  10.  Marketing  services: 
Appropriates  $20,659,000  Instead  of  $14,097,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $21,272,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  Increase  in¬ 
cludes  $6,500,000  for  poultry  inspection, 
$42,000  for  extension  of  wholesale  meat  re¬ 
ports  and  market-news  services,  as  set  forth 
in  the  Senate  report,  and  $20,000  for 
strengthening  wool  standardization  and 
grading  work. 

Amendments  Nos.  11  and  12.  School- 
lunch  program:  Amendment  No.  11  appro¬ 
priates  $110,0p0,000  Instead  of  $100,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $125,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  Amendment  No. 
12  restores  House  language  authorizing  the 
transfer  of  section  32  funds  for  the  purchase 
of  food  for  use  In  the  school-lunch  program: 
for  this  purpose  the  amount  of  $35,000,000 
is  provided  instead  of  $55,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

Soil  bank  programs 

Amendment  No.  13.  Conservation  reserve 
program:  Appropriates  $200,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $250,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  reduction  is 
based  on  final  figures  indicating  total  sign¬ 
ups  of  $71,468,000  for  the  1958  program. 

Amendments  Nos.  14  and  15.  Conservation 
reserve  program:  Authorizes  $16,000,000  for 
administrative  expenses  instead  of  $15,000,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $17,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  provide  $12,- 
750,000  for  county  committee  expenses  in¬ 
stead  of  $12,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $13,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 


Amendment  No.  17:  Conservation  reserve 
program:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 
Amendment  No.  18.  Sugar  Act  program: 
Appropriates  $76,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $71,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
Amendments  Nos.  19  and  20.  Loan  authori¬ 
zations:  Authorize  $317,000,000  for  rural  elec¬ 
trification  loans  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $300,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House;  also  authorize  $67,500,000  for  rural 
telephone  loans  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $60,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Farmers'  Home  Administration 
Amendment  No.  21.  Loan  authorizations: 
Establishes  a  contingency  fund  of  $20,000,000 
as  proposed  by  both  Houses,  with  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $5,000,000  for  farm  ownership  loans  un¬ 
der  title  I  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act  and  the  balance  for  farm  operat¬ 
ing  loans  under  Title  IX  of  that  Act. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 
Amendment  No.  22.  Salaries  and  expenses: 
Appropriates  $2,968,000  instead  of  $2,943,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,043,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  additional 
$25,000  is  for  legal  work  related  to  the  new 
mandatory  poultry  inspection  work  of  the 
Department. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
The  conferees  have  considered  statements 
contained  in  the  reports  of  the  two  commit¬ 
tees,  particularly  comments  relative  to  “cot¬ 
ton  and  other  export  subsidy  programs.” 
They  are  in  full  agreement  that  it  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  Committees  on  Appro¬ 
priations  of  the  House  and  Senate  to  review 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
under  all  existing  laws  for  which  appropria¬ 
tions  are  proposed  by  the  executive  branch 
or  are  considered  by  the  Congress.  In  carry¬ 
ing  out  this  responsibility,  they  recognize 
that  it  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such 
committees  to  recommend  approval  or  dis¬ 
approval  of  appropriations  and  to  make  com¬ 
ments  and  recommendations  with  regard  to 
such  programs  and  activities. 

In  connection  with  the  comments  of  the 
House  committee  on  the  export  policies  of 
the  Department,  the  conferees  would  point 
out  that,  were  it  not  for  exports,  American 
agriculture  literally  would  smother  in  its 
own  production.  Sixty  million  acres  of 
cropland — 1  out  of  every  5 — produce  for  ex¬ 
port.  The  large  flow  of  agricultural  products 
to  customers  overseas  not  only  provides  addi¬ 
tional  farm  income  but  also  eases  the  pres¬ 
sure  of  supplies  on  the  domestic  market  and 
strengthens  prices. 

In  the  1956-57  marketing  year  the  United 
States  exported  over  $1  billion  of  cotton, 
$400  million  of  tobacco,  $196  million  of  soy¬ 
beans,  $190  million  of  rice,  $350  million  of 
feed  grains,  $231  million  of  dairy  products, 
$46  million  of  poultry  products,  $405  million 
of  fats  and  oils,  $230  million  of  fruits,  and 
$958  million  of  wheat. 

In  the  handling  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  operations,  including  the  export 
program  it  is  to  be  noted  that  payments  to 
the  trade  for  such  things  as  storage,  han¬ 
dling  and  transportation  costs,  including  any 
exorbitant  profits,  in  fact,  all  costs  or  losses 
of  the  Commodity  Credit,  add  to  the  costs 
to  the  Treasury  and  increase  appropriations. 
Further,  they  are  charged  against  the  farm 
program,  and  are  frequently  used  as  argu¬ 
ments  against  farm  programs,  though,  of 
course,  such  expenditures  do  not  go  to  the 
farmer.  These  facts  make  it  essential  that 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations  maintain 
a  continuing  review  of  Departmental  activi¬ 
ties  to  see  that  unnecessary  expenditures  are 
not  made  and  unnecessary  losses  are  not  in¬ 
curred  due  to  the  failure  of  the  United 


States  to  retain  its  fair  share  of  world  mar¬ 
kets. 

The  conferees  point  out  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  has  full  authority 
to  sell  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on 
a  competitive  basis  and  would  call  attention 
to  the  large  Increase  in  American  exports 
for  dollars  which  have  occurred  with  the 
use  of  such  authority  in  the  past  several 
years.  The  conferees  take  note  of  the  fact 
that  the  Department  has  announced,  with 
reference  to  cotton,  that  in  the  future  the 
authority  to  sell  competitively  for  dollars 
through  normal  trade  channels  will  be  main¬ 
tained  concurrently  with  a  program  of  pay¬ 
ment  of  an  export  subsidy  in  kind. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  conferees  that,  in 
order  to  retain  for  the  United  States  its  fair 
share  of  world  markets,  all  authority  of  law 
should  be  used  to  the  fullest  extent  neces¬ 
sary  to  keep  United  States  farm  commodi¬ 
ties  offered  in  world  trade  at  competitive 
prices.  Offlicals  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  in  the  interest  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  of  the  farm  programs,  in  keeping 
farm  commodities  available  in  world  trade 
at  competitive  prices,  should  make  every 
effort  to  obtain  the  largest  return  for  such 
commodities  with  the  minimum  of  cost. 
Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

Alfred  E.  Santangelo, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

H  Carl  Andersen, 

Walt  Horan, 

C.  W.  Vursell, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


I:  WILLIAM  K.  HUTCHINSON 

^RTIN  asked  and  was  given 
to  address  the  House  for  1 

• 

RTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  a 
nal  friend  of  30  years  dies  sud- 
death  comes  as  a  shock  and 
it  sorrow.  It  was  so  yesterday 
as  informed  of  the  death  of 
.  Hutchinson,  manager  of  the 
Washington  office  of  International  News 
Service.  \ 

“Bill”  Hutchinson,  as  we  knew  him, 
was  one  of  a  group  of  really  great  jour¬ 
nalists  who  were  here  when  I  first  came 
to  Washington  ;\a  group  that  has  only  a 
few  remaining  members.  They  were 
journalists  who  could  intelligently  inter¬ 
pret  the  news,  b(kh  local  and  foreign. 
They  were  men  who,  had  a  scent  for  news 
and  loved  the  “scoops”  that  were  often 
secured.  A 

Bill  was  a  great  lo\er  of  sports  and 
at  one  time  was  vice  'president  of  the 
Washington  Redskins.  He  accompanied 
the  team  on  its  trips  throughout  the 
country.  He  loved  baseitall  and,  as  a 
personal  friend  of  Clark  Griffith,  could 
be  found  every  Sunday  at  tl?e  ball  park. 

Besides  his  active  reporting.  Bill  found 
time  to  author  a  biography  ^f  Senator 
William  E.  Borah,  whom  he  intensely  ad¬ 
mired  and  with  whom  a  strong  friend¬ 
ship  existed.  A 

His  book,  describing  the  critical  early 
!  days  of  World  War  II  was  a  remarkable 
j  document  of  facts.  \ 

Washington  will  not  quite  be  the  sgme 
|  without  Bill  Hutchinson.  We  will  \all 
imiss  his  genial  smile,  his  ever  good  will, 
iand  the  earnestness  he  exhibited  for  his 
work  and  the  country  he  loved. 
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He  w£\ a  great  American  and,  through 
his  writings,  helped  to  maKe  the  United 
States  a  better  land. 

To  his  relatives,  I  extend  my  deepest 
sympathy. 

Mr.  BROWN'. ,of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  \  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  very  muclhto  associate  my¬ 
self  with  the  remarks  oKthe  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mi\  Martin]  in 
paying  tribute  to  the  lateVWilliam  K. 
or,  as  we  knew  him,  “Bill”  ishtchinson. 
We  have  been  friends  for  nearly  a  quar¬ 
ter  of  a  century.  He  was  one,  of  the 
truly  great  newspapermen  who  \served 
here  in  Washington  for  nearly  30  years. 

For  many  years  Mr.  Hutchinson  Vas 
the  head  of  the  International  NeSys 
Service  organization  here  in  the  Capit; 
City.  He  wds  long  known  as  one  of  the' 
most  able  political  writers  this  Nation 
ever  produced.  He  was  what  we  term 
in  the  trade  a  newspaperman’s  reporter. 
In  other  words,  he  had  a  nose  and  a 
sense  for  news  that  few  men  have.  He 
had  the  ability  to  write  the  news  with 
a  clarity  that  made  it  easy  for  the  aver¬ 
age  man  in  the  street  to  understand  the 
situation  exactly. 

We  have  also  lost  a  great  American 
in  William  K.  Hutchinson,  as  well  as  a 
great  newspaperman.  His  place  in  our 
ntional  life  will  not  be  easy  to  fill. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  any  Member 
desiring  to  do  so  may  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection.  - 

Mr.  O’BRIEN  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  one  of  the  most  distinguished 
careers  in  modern  American  journalism 
came  to  an  end  with  the  unexpected 
death  on  May  25  of  William  K.  Hutchin¬ 
son,  chief  of  the  Washington  bureau  of 
International  News  Service. 

Mr.  Hutchinson  held  that  key  position 
for  19  years.  Before  that,  he  had  been 
a  top  congressional  correspondent  for 
INS.  He  served  that  great  news¬ 
gathering  organization  for  38  eventful 
years.  In  point  of  service,  he  was  one 
of  the  true  elder  statesmen  among  Wash¬ 
ington  correspondents. 

It  was  my  privilege  to  know  Bill 
Hutchinson  first  as  a  fellow  newsman 
and  later  as  a  sage  to  whom  a  Member 
of  Congress  could  turn  for  wise  counsel. 

His  achievements  as  a  reportei/in  the 
great  tradition  are  legendary.  /  Among 
them  was  his  magnificent  befit,  as  tri¬ 
umph  over  the  opposition  ^s  called  in 
newspaper  parlance,  on  the  Japanese 
surrender  that  ended  World  War  II. 

He  was  a  man  who  literally  coiild  not 
count  his  friends,  they  were  so  many 
and  so  various.  Fie’  walked  with  the 
great  and  with  the  .humble,  and  all  that 
knew  him  were  enriched  by  their  as¬ 
sociations  with  him. 

He  had  rich'  gifts  to  share  with  his 
staff,  his  colleagues,  and  with  the  official/* 
of  government — the  executive,  the  legis¬ 
lative,  and  the  judiciary — and  he  shared 
them  ungtintingly. 

His  death  was  untimely.  His  memory 
wil/hve  a  long,  long  time.  His  contri¬ 


butions  to  the  history  of  his  era  will  re¬ 
main,  it  seems  to  me,  imperishable. 

He  was  my  friend. 


COMMITTEE  ON  MERCHANT 
MARINE  AND  FISHERIES 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  Subcommittee  on 
Fish  and  Wildlife  may' sit  this  afternoon 
during  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  MURRAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ove  a  call  of  the  House. 

call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

Clerk  called  the  roll  and  the 
ing  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  Xames : 

[Roll  No.  73] 

Gary 
Gordon 
Granahan 
.Grant 
reen,  Pa. 

®gory 

Grass 

Guoter 
Healed 
Hemp  11411 

Hendersa 
Hillings 
Holifield 
Jackson 
James 
Jenkins , 

Jennine 


Andrews 
Ashley 
Auchincloss 
Barden 
Barrett 
Bass,  N.  H. 
Bass,  Tenn. 
Bentley 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Brooks,  La. 
Buckley 
Byrd 

Byrnes,  Wis. 
Carnahan 
Celler 
Chelf 


enn. 


Poage 
Powell 
Prouty 
Radwan 
Reece, 

Riley 
Robeson,  Va. 
Robson,  N.  Y. 
ino 
dlak 
iaund 

Scott,  N.  C. 
Scott,  Pa. 
Seely-Brown 
Selden 
Shelley 
‘  Iheppard 


Ri 


Christopher 

Judd  / 

s\uford 

Clark 

Kearney 

Siemlnskl 

Colmer 

Kijpurn 

Sile\ 

Cooley 

Iplutson 

Spenoe 

Corbett 

Kennon 

Staggers 

Coudert 

/Leslnski 

Steed  \ 

Curtis,  Mo. 

/  McCarthy 

Taylor  \ 

Dellay  / 

McIntosh 

Teague,  Tek. 

Dies  / 

Mahon 

Teller  \ 

Dooley  / 

Marshall 

Tollefson  ' 

Dowdy  / 

May 

Trimble 

Doyle  / 

Merrow 

Udall 

Eberljferter 

Miller,  Calif. 

Van  Zandt 

Englfe 

Morano 

Watts 

Fa/bstein 

Morris 

Wharton 

Efno 

Q’Hara,  Minn. 

Widnall 

Fogarty 

Osmers 

Wier 

Forand 

Passman 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Fulton 

Patterson 

Withrow 

Garmatz 

Philbln 

Zelenko 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall,  309 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum.  k 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALLS 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  70  on  Thursday,  May  22,  I  am 
recorded  as  being  absent.  I  was  present 
and  answered  to  my  name  when  the  roll 
was  called.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Record  and  Journal  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection 
the  Record  and  Journal  will  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  72,  I  am  recorded  as  being 


absent.  I  was  present  and  I  ask  unan-/ 
imous  consent  that  the  Record  and  Jot 
nal  be  corrected  to  show  that  I 
present 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  Record  and  Journal  will  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

There  was  no  objection. 

ADMISSION  OF  THE  S'TATE  OF 
ALASKA  INTO  THE  UNION 

Mr.  O’BRIEN  of  I7ew  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  move  th&Js  the  House  resolve 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
further  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7999)  to  provide  for  the  admission  of  the 
State  of  Alaslja  into  the  Union. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the .Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the/State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur¬ 
ther  ponsideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  7999, 
witfyMr.  Mills  in  the  chair. 

le  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  Friday,  May  23,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Miller]  had 
consumed  2  minutes. 

Tire  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  O’Brien], 

Mr.  O’BRIEN  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
require  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  FascellL 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
people  of  Alaska  have  struggled' as  in¬ 
tensely  for  those  principles  which  are 
the  foundation  of  our  Government  as  did 
our  forefathers.  They  have  pledged 
their  adherence  to  these  fundamentals 
of  freedom,  justice,  and  equality  in  their 
constitution  and  have  indicated  in  every 
way  their  earnest  desire  to  become  a 
wholesome  and  vigorous  part  of  the 
United  States. 

I  shall  not  review  the  grievances  of 
Alaskans  accumulated  during  their  exist¬ 
ence  as  a  Territory.  Sufficeth  it  to  say 
that  the  time  has  long  since  passed 
wherein  we  should  have  sympathetically 
(responded  to  their  petitions,  pleas,  and 
^quests  for  corrective  action. 

supported  statehood  for  Alaska.  I 
am  confident  that  the  people  of  Alaska 
are  ihtelligent,  resourceful,  and  indus¬ 
trious  epough  to  mold  this  frontier  into 
one  of  the  great  States  of  the  Union. 

Alaska ’s^dmission  to  the  United  States 
will  culmiri'ate  the  story  of  a  patient, 
peaceful,  anckfesolute  effort  by  people  to 
become  part  of\  an  existing  Government 
which  they  love  and  cherish.  This  story 
will  be  a  refreshing  chapter  in  the  dolor¬ 
ous  book  of  mankind 

Mr.  O’BRIEN  of\New  York.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
require  to  the  gentlema\from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  MagnusonL 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr. Vlhairman,  I 
have  listened  with  a  great\deal  of  in-  ■ 
terest  during  the  past  few  days  to  the 
many  statements  both  in  favdrof  and 
against  statehood  for  Alaska.  'l  think 
it  is  well  that  we  have  had  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  debate  this  measure  so  thor¬ 
oughly,  because  the  addition  of  a  State 
to  the  Union  is  one  of  the  most  impol| 
tant  things  Congress  can  do.  I  hoi 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  agr^efcl  to  conference  report  on  agricultural  appropriation  bill, 
and  considered  amendments  in  disagreement.  House  tentativel^xvoted  against  Alaska 
statehood  bill.  Rgp.  Gathings  requested  consideration  of  bill  to  permit  transfer 
of  cotton  allotHients  due  to  excessive  rainfall,  but  Rep.  Hagen  objected. 


JiflUSE. 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1959.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 
this  bill,  H.  R.  11767,  and  considered  the  two  amendments  in  disagreement. 

(pp.  8593-95,  8631) 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Whitten  to  provide  that  no  change  shall  be 
made  in  the  1959  ACP  program  which  will  have  the  effect,  in  any  county,  of  re¬ 
stricting  eligibility  requirements  or  cost-sharing  on  practices  included  in 
either  the  1957  or  the  1958  programs,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been 
recommended  by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by  the  State  committee. 

(p.  8594) 

Considered,  but  took  no  action  on,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Whitten  to  provide 
that  hereafter  no  conservation  reserve  contract  shall  be  entered  into  which 
provides  for  (1)  payments  for  conservation  practices  in  excess  of  the  average 
rate  for  comparable  practices  under  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program,  or 
(2)  annual  rental  payments  in  excess  of  20  percent  of  the  value  of  the  land 
placed  under  contract,  such  value  to  be  determined  without  regard  to  physical 
improvements  thereon  or  geographic  location  thereof.  In  determining  the  value 


2 


of  the  land  for  this  purpose,  the  county  committee  would  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  estimate  of  the  landowner  or  operator  as  to  the  value  of  such  land  as 
well  as  his  certificate  as  to  the  production  history  and  productivity  of  such 
land.  (pp.  8594-95)  Further  consideration  of  this  amendment  was  postponed 
until  today,  May  28,  after  Rep.  Reuss  made  a  point  of  order  on  the  vote  on  the 
amendment  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  was  not  present.  Rep.  Reuss  expressed 
his  concern  regarding  this  amendment  and  inserted  correspondence  between  himself 
and  Rep.  Whitten  discussing  the  effects  of  the  amendment.  (p.  8631) 


2.  ALASKA  STATEHOOD.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  7999,  the  Alaska  statehood  bill, 
(pp.  8595-8610) 

Agreed,  144  to  106,  to  a  preferential  motion  by  Rep. Rogers,  Tex.,  to  report 
le  bill  back  to  the  House  with  the  recommendation  that  the  enacting  clause  be 
stricken,  (pp.  8609-10) 

msidered,  but  took  no  action  on,  amendments  by  Rep.  Dawson,  Utahy/to  limit 
to  25  years,  instead  of  50  years,  the  time  within  which  the  State  of/Alaska 
could  select  400,000  acres  from  lands  within  the  national  forests  in  Alaska, 
and  to  limit  the  grant  of  public  lands  to  the  State  of  Alaska  to  202  million 
acres  instead  of  182  million  acres,  (pp.  8605-06)  Also  considered,  but  took 
no  action  on\an  amendment  by  Rep.  Rogers,  Tex.,  as  an  amendment  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  by  Rep.  Dawson,  Utah,  to  limit  the  grant  of  public  lands  to  the  State  of 
Alaska  to  21  million  acres,  (pp.  8606-09) . 

3.  COTTON  ALLOTMENTS.  Rho.  Gathings  requested  unanimous  consent  for  consideration 
of  H.  R.  12602,  to  pertait  the  transfer  of  1958  farm  acreage  allotments  for 
cotton  in  the  case  of  natural  disasters,  but  Rep.  Hagen  objected  on  grounds 
that  the  legislation  "has  been  handled  in  a  very  Extraordinary,  high-handed, 
and  unauthorized  manner."  bp.  8616-17 


4.  TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration 

of  H.  R.  12591,  to  extend  the  authority  or  the  President  to  enter  into  trade 
agreements  under  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930./  pp.  8593,  8636 

5.  PEANUT  ALLOTMENTS.  A  subcommittee  of/the  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported 

H.  R.  12224,  to  provide  that  production  of  peanuts  on  a  farm  in  1957  or  any 
subsequent  year  for  which  no  farm  acreage  allotment  was  established  shall  not 
make  the  farm  eligible  for  an  allotment  as  ah  old  farm.  p.  D472 

6.  BUILDING  SPACE.  The  Govemnient^  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S. 

2533,  to  authorize  GSA  to,,  lease  space  for  Federal\igencies  (H.  Rept.  1814). 
p.  8636 

7.  WATERSHEDS.  Received  'from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  wbrks  of  improvement  for 

the  Wild  Rice  Creek  watershed,  N.  Dak.  and  S.  Dak.,  and  the  Canoe  Creek  water¬ 
shed,  Ky. ,  pursuant  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act;  to 
Agriculture  Committee,  p.  8635 


8.  ECONOMIC  CONDITIONS.  Rep.  Hiestand  discussed  current  economic  conditions,  and 
stated  that  "it  is  peculiar,  exceedingly  peculiar,  that  farm  income  is  up  $2 
billion  from  the  same  petiod  last  year,  yet  supposedly  recession  stalks  the 
land."/  p.  8585 

Rep.  Sheehan  discussed  current  economic  conditions,  and  listed  actionh  which 
have  been  taken  to  "stimulate  the  economy,"  including  requests  for  additional 
inds  for  REA  loan  programs,  watershed  programs,  roads,  public  works,  etc. 
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FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS,  The  Judiciary  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  3,  to  establish  rules  of  interpretation  governing  questions /of  the 
erects  of  acts  of  Congress  on  State  laws,  p,  D472  / 


10,  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1959  (continued) ,  The  conference  report  on 
this  bill,  H,  R,  11767  (H,  Rept.  1776)  was  reported  in  Digest  No,  83  and  a 
summary  table  of  conferee  actions  attached  thereto.  The  table  erroneously  re¬ 
flected  the  1959  appropriation  for  meat  inspection  as  $17,236,000,  rather  than 
the  correct  amount  of  $17,326,000  (same  as  1959  Budget  Estimate) .  The  amount 
of  $17,236,000  had  been  incorrectly  included  in  H.  R,  11767  as  printed  with  the 
numbered  amendments  of  the  Senate,  but  the  conference  report  is  based  on  the 
correct  figure  of  $17,326,000. 


SENATE 

11.  UNEMPLOYMENT.  Began  debate  on  H.  R,  12065,  to  provide  for  temporary  continua¬ 

tion  of  compensation  t^nefits.  pp.  8543,  8549,  85^6-88 

Sens.  Douglas  and  Kerr  submitted  their  minority7 views  on  H.  R.  12065,  to 
be  printed  as  part  2  of  Rept.  1625  on  this  bill.  p.  8533 

12.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Sparkman  inserted  a  table  showing  the  increase  in  the  number  of 

housing  loan  guarantees  in  recent  weeks,  and* an  article,  "Housing:  Where 
Business  Is  Getting  Better."  ^p.  8541-2  / 

Sen.  Capehart  urged  quick  action  on  a  measure  to  extend  the  authority  of 
FHA  to  guarantee  mortgages.  Sen.  Johnson  discussed  the  legislative  program 
and  concluded  that  the  measure  should  b6  included  in  the  omnibus  housing  bill. 
Sen.  Capehart  opposed  this  because  of /the  time  involved,  pp.  8583-4 

13.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  ordered  reported  with 

amendments  S.  3651,  the  proposed  Small  Business  Investment  Administration  Act 
of  1958.  One  amendment  would  provide  for  expiration  July  1,  1961,  of  the 
present  Small  Business  Administration  authority  to  charter  small-business 
investment  companies,  p.  D47( 

Sen.  Sparkman  urged  tax  relief  for  small  business  and  inserted  an  article 
discussing  administration  proposals,  pp.  8542-' 


14.  TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  Sen. 
Act  and  Inserted  two  ai 
pp.  8549-53 


15.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  /Young  inserted  an  editorial  criticizi 
allegedly  failing/to  tell  the  farmer's  story  to  non-farme 


ilone  spoke  against  extension  of  the  Trade  Agreements 
:icles  he  had  written  on  the  'need  for  protective  tariffs. 


the  Secretary  for 
.  pp.  8589-90 


16.  RESEARCH.  Both  houses  received  from  this  Department  a  reportVra  the  work  of  the 
State  agricultural  experiment  stations  during  1957.  p.  8534,  o635-6 


17.  WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  works  of  improvement  on 
Canoe  Creek,  Ky. ,  and  Wild  Rice  Creek,  N.  D.  and  S.  D.;  to  the  Agriculture  and 
Forestry/Committee,  p.  8534  \ 

The  /Vice  President  presented  a  Claremont,  Calif.,  city  council  resolution 
urging  the  enactment  of  legislation  to  continue  Federal  flood  control  work  in 
the  jL os  Angeles  area.  p.  8534 

en.  Dirksen  inserted  a  resolution  of  the  Illinos-Mississippi  Canal  and 
Sihnissippi  Lake  Commission  urging  Congress  to  enact  the  omnibus  rivers  and 
irbors  authorization  bill  presented  by  Sen.  Knowland  (S.  3686) .  pp.  8534-9^ 
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27. 


REORGANIZATION.  Sen.  Smith,  N.  J.,  inserted  a  resolution  of  the  N.  J.  State 
Federation  of  Women's  Clubs  endorsing  and  supporting  the  recommendations  of 
the  Second  Hoover  Commission  on  reorganization,  pp.  8540-1 


GISI 


19.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  on  Thurs.,  May  29,  the 
would  complete  action  on  H.  R.  12065,  the  temporary  unemploy 
extension  bill,  followed  by  H.  R.  5497,  to  authorize  Federal  i  for 

certain  fish  and  wildlife  development  projects  under  the  Wat  :ection 

and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  and  S.  J.  Res.  171,  emergency  hous  >  extend 

the  authority  of  FHA  to  guarantee  mortgages,  if  possible.  H  1  that 

after  Thurs. ,\if  the  unemployment:  bill  were  passed,  there  wo  rotes 

planned  until  Wed.,  June  4.  He  announced  that  H.  R.  12181,  securi¬ 
ty  authorization  bill  for  1958,  would  be  brought  up  next  wee  h9,  8589 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


20.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Johnson ^inserting  an  editorial 
urging  approval  of  a  proposed  appropriation  for  conducting  a  survey  of  the 
Trinity  River,  p.  A4859  v  / 

Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  Gen.  Itschner' s  recent/address,  "Reevaluating  Our 
Water  Resources  Programs."  pp.  A4859-61 


21.  POULTRY  DISEASE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Se 
of  Delaware  report  on  the  status  of  a  poul 
A4861-2 


22.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Fulbright  inserted 
Hated — Let's  Be  Just  'Brother,'"  cri 
pp.  A4869-70 


Frear  inserting  a  University 
y  disease  in  Delaware,  pp. 


article,  "'Big  Brother'  Uncle  Sam  Is 
cluing  certain  foreign  aid  policies. 


23.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Boggs  inserted  his  address  emphasizing  the  vital  im¬ 
portance  of  the  reciprocal  trade  agreements  program,  pp.  A4873-5 

Rep.  Wainwright  inserted  an  editorial  urgingN^upport  for  extension  of  the 
reciprocal  trade  agreements /program,  p.  A4882 


24.  FARM  PRICES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Wainwright\commending  the  Secretary! 
and  inserting  an  article,  "Benson's  Stock  Up  With  Farm  Prices — Midwest  Re¬ 
publicans  Say  Their  Constituents  Are  Not  Mad  At  anybody^’  p.  A4877 


/ 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


25.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  S>  3910,  by  Sen.  Kerr  (for  himself  and  Sen.  Case.  S.  D.)  ,  and 


H.  R.  12700,  by  Rep.  Davis,  Tenn. ,  authorizing  the  construct ioik  repair,  and 


preservation7 of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation  and 
flood  control;  to  Senate  and  House  Public  Works  Committees. 


jdified 


26.  FORESTS./  H.  R.  12704,  by  Rep.  Horan,  to  amend  the  provisions  of  law  c* 
as  section  500,  title  16,  U.  S.  Code;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 

PERISHABLE  COMMODITIES.  H.  R.  12708,  by  Rep.  Wainwright,  to  amend  the  Perish¬ 
able  Agricultural  Commodities  Act,  1930,  to  provide  that  it  shall  apply  to 
/fresh  flowers;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 
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House  of  Representatives 


Tuesday,  May  27,  1958 


House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 
ThA  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.  D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

John  9:  12:  Jesus  said  unto  them,  I  am 
the  light'of  the  world;  he  that  followeth 
Me  shall  tipt  walk  in  darkness,  hut  shall 
have  the  libht  of  life. 

Most  merciful  and  gracious  God,  we 
worship  and  adore  Thee  for  Thou  art  the 
life  of  our  liv^s,  the  light  of  our  minds, 
and  the  love  that  fills  our  hearts. 

We  thank  Thee  for  the  manifestation 
which  Thou  hast  n^ade  of  Thyself  as  the 
strength  of  all  that^s  good  and  the  glory 
of  all  that  is  beautifi 

Thou  art  always  drawing  us  to  Thy¬ 
self  by  the  bonds  of  love  which  nothing 
can  break,  and  seeking  to  lead  us  out  of 
darkness  into  the  blesstedness  of  the 
larger  and  more  abundant  life. 

Grant  that  daily  we  may  be  baptized 
with  Thy  holy  spirit,  giving  us  an 
awareness  of  Thy  presence,  an  inflow¬ 
ing  of  Thy  peace,  and  a  new  sen^e  of  Thy 
power. 

Hear  us  in  Christ’s  name.  Anion. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  My 
McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announce 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  bills  of  the  House  of/  the 
following  titles: 

H.  R.  7870.  An  act  to  amend  '  the/ act  of 
July  1,  1955,  to  authorize  an  addiMonal  $10 
million  for  the  completion  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway; 

H.  R.  12356.  An  act  to  amencD'the  act  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  to  authorize  and  direct  the 
construction  of  bridges  ovetr  the  Potomac 
River,  and  for  other  purposes,’’  approved 
August  30,  1954;  and 

H.  R.  12377.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Com¬ 
missioners  of  the  District  of  Columbia  to 
borrow  fUnds  for  capiyil  improvement  pro¬ 
grams  and  to  amend  .  provisions  of  law  re¬ 
lating  to  Federal  Government  participation 
in  meeting  costs  maintaining  the  Na¬ 
tion's  Capital  City 

The  message ''also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  /tolls  of  the  House  of  the 
following  la  ties: 

H.  R.  6006.  An  act  to  amend  certain  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Antidumping  Act,  1921,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  greater  certainty,  speed,  and  effici¬ 
ency  in  the  enforcement  thereof,  and  for 
othqr purposes;  and 

.  R.  10015.  An  act  to  continue  until  the 
c^se  of  June  30,  1959,  the  suspension  of  du- 
<es  on  metal  scrap,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment  of  the 


House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  fc 
lowing  title : 

S.  2498.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mat/hew 
M.  Epstein. 

The  message  also  announced  tjifat  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  t)4e  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the/bill  (H.  R. 
10746)  entitled  “An  act  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  19/9,  and  for  other 
purposes.” 

The  message  also  Announced  that  the 
Vice  President  has  Appointed  Mr.  John¬ 
ston  of  South  Carolina  and  Mr.  Carlson 
members  of  the  joint  select  committee  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate,  as  provided  for  in 
the  act  of  August  5,  1939,  entitled  “An 
act  to  providpf  for  the  disposition  of  cer¬ 
tain  records/of  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment,’’ for  the  disposition  of  execu¬ 
tive  papews  referred  to  in  the  report  of 
the  Archivist  of  the  United  States  num¬ 
bered  56-14. 


TRADE  agreements  extension 

ACT  OF  1958 

Mr.  BOLLING,  from  the  Committee 
/on  Rules,  reported  the  following  privi¬ 
leged  resolution  (H.  Res.  578,  Rept.  No. 

777),  which  was  referred  to  the  House 
C^Jendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

fe solved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  Hbuse  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  theXwhole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  fW  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H. 
R.  12591 )\  to  extend  the  authority  of  the 
President  \o  enter  into  trade  agreement  un¬ 
der  section  \350  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  all 
points  of  ord\r  against  said  bill  are  hereby 
waived.  Af ten, general  debate,  which  shall 
be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue 
not  to  exceed  8  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by,  the  chairman  and  rank¬ 
ing  minority  memoir  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  the,  bill  shall  be  considered 
as  having  been  reads  for  amendment.  No 
amendments  shall  be  ib  order  to  said  bill  ex¬ 
cept  amendments  offered  by  direction  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  or  an  amend¬ 
ment  proposing  to  strikes,  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  the  text  of  the  bill  H.  r\  12676,  and  said 
amendments  shall  be  in  ordeAany  rule  of  the 
House  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  but 
such  amendments  shall  not  be  subject  to 
amendment.  At  the  conclusionvof  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  ti^e  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments', as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  An  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final\pas- 
'sage  without  intervening  motion,  exceptNone 
motion  to  recommit,  with  or  without  Y^i- 
structions. 


V 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  ACT  1959 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill  H.  R. 
11767,  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the 
report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement,  as  fol¬ 
lows  : 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  11767)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  for 
other  purposes,  submit  the  following  state¬ 
ment  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each 
of  such  amendments,  namely: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

Amendment  No.  1,  research;  Appropriates 
$59,044,890  instead  of  $58,444,890  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $59,362,390  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  It  is  intended  by  the  conferees 
that  all  items  earmarked  in  both  the  House 
and  Senate  reports  shall  be  carried  out  by  the 
Department  during  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
The  full  amounts  proposed  for  each  project 
are  approved  with  the  following  adjust¬ 
ments:  $100,000  additional  above  the  amount 
earmarked  by  the  House  for  rust  research  on 
cereals;  a  total  of  $125,000  for  cold-hardiness 
research  on  citrus;  and  a  total  of  $25,000  for 
research  on  “hotspot”  conditions  in  the  lower 
Rio  Grande  Valley. 

Amendment  No.  2,  plant  and  animal  disease 
and  pest  control:  Appropriates  $47,132,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $41,732,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  conferees  are 
in  full  agreement  that  no  funds  shall  be  ex¬ 
pended  by  the  Department  for  eradication  of 
the  screwworm  unless  and  until  fully 
matched  by  the  States  in  which  such  pro¬ 
gram  is  carried  out. 

Amendment  No.  3,  meat  inspection:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $17,326,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $24,326,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House.  The  conferees  have  agreed  that 
the  new  mandatory  poultry-inspection  serv¬ 
ice  may  be  located  under  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary.  The  conferees  feel,  however,  that 
the  Secretary  should  give  attention  to  setting 
up  a  new  combined  inspection  service  or 
should  take  such  other  steps  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  prevent  the  creation  of  duplicate  of¬ 
fices  and  supervisory  personnel  for  the  meat- 
inspection  work  and  the  poultry-inspection 
activity.  In  this  connection  the  conferees 
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direct  that  additional  supervisory  personnel 
in  Washington  and  the  field  for  these  activi¬ 
ties  be  held  at  an  absolute  minimum  and 
that  no  new  area  or  district  offices  be  created 
for  either  service. 

Amendments  Nos.  4  and  5,  State  experi¬ 
ment  stations:  Appropriate  $31,553,708  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $30,353,708 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Extension  Service 

Amendments  Nos.  6  and  7,  payments  to 
States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
Appropriate  $53,715,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $50,715,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Agricultural  conservation  program 

Amendment  No.  8:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  intend  to  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  with  the  Senate  amendment  with 
perfecting  language  to  require  that  the  1959 
program  remain  the  same  as  the  1957  and 
1958  programs.  Most  States  followed  the 
language  contained  in  last  year’s  conference 
report,  directing  that  no  changes  be  made  in 
the  1958  program  to  restrict  eligibility  re¬ 
quirements  or  delete  cost-sharing  practices 
included  in  the  1957  program.  Since  a  few 
States  made  changes  in  the  1958  program 
despite  such  directive,  the  conferees  have 
agreed  to  language  in  the  accompanying  bill 
which  will  restore  any  such  changes  and  will 
make  certain  that  future  changes  are  made 
only  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  county 
committee  concerned. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

Amendment  No.  9,  marketing  research  and 
agricultural  estimates:  Appropriates  $14,- 
195,000  instead  of  $14,095,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $14,287,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  increase  is  provided  to  extend 
the  quarterly  cattle  and  feed  reports  to  13 
additional  States.  No  funds  are  provided 
for  monthly  interim  statistics.  The  con¬ 
ferees  have  received  some  complaints  con¬ 
cerning  the  accuracy  of  the  quarterly  reports. 
They  request  that  this  matter  be  studied  by 
the  Department  and  reports  of  findings  be 
provided  to  the  Committees  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  of  both  Houses. 

Amendment  No.  10,  marketing  services:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $20,659,000  instead  of  $14,097,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $21,272,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  in¬ 
cludes  $6,500,000  for  poultry  inspection, 
$42,000  for  extension  of  wholesale  meat  re¬ 
ports  and  market  news  services,  as  set  forth 
in  the  Senate  report,  and  $20,000  for 
strengthening  wool  standardization  and 
grading  work. 

Amendments  Nos.  11  and  12,  school-lunch 
program:  Amendment  No.  11  appropriates 
$110  million  instead  of  $100  million  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  and  $125  million  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate.  Amendment  No.  12 
restores  House  language  authorizing  the 
transfer  of  section  32  funds  for  the  purchase 
of  food  for  use  in  the  school-lunch  program; 
for  this  purpose  the  amount  of  $35  million 
is  provided  instead  of  $55  million  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Soil  Bank  programs 

Amendment  No.  13,  conservation  reserve 
program:  Appropriates  $200  million  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $250  million 
as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  reduction  is 
based  on  final  figures  indicating  total  sign¬ 
ups  of  $71,468,000  for  the  1958  program. 

Amendments  Nos.  14  and  15,  conservation 
reserve  program:  Authorize  $16  million  for 
administrative  expenses  instead  of  $15  mil¬ 
lion  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $17  mil¬ 
lion  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  provide 
$12,750,000  for  county-committee  expenses 
instead  of  $12  million  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $13,500,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  17,  conservation  reserve 
program:  Reported  in  disagreement.  * 


Commodity  Stabilisation  Service 
Amendment  No.  18,  Sugar  Act  program: 
Appropriates  $76  million  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  instead  of  $71  million  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
Amendments  Nos.  19  and  20,  loan  author¬ 
izations:  Authorize  $317  million  for  rural 
electrification  loans  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  instead  of  $300  million  as  proposed  by  the 
House;  also  authorize  $67,500,000  for  rural 
telephone  loans  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $60  million  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 
Amendment  No.  21,  loan  authorizations: 
Establishes  a  contingency  fund  of  $20  mil¬ 
lion  as  proposed  by  both  Houses,  with  not  to 
exceed  $5  million  for  farm-ownership  loans 
under  title  I  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act  and  the  balance  for  farm  operat¬ 
ing  loans  under  title  II  of  that  act. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 
Amendment  No.  22,  salaries  and  expenses: 
Appropriates  $2,968,000  instead  of  $2,943,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,043,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  additional 
$25,000  is  for  legal  work  related  to  the  new 
mandatory  poultry-inspection  work  of  the 
Department. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
The  conferees  have  considered  statements 
contained  in  the  reports  of  the  two  commit¬ 
tees,  particularly  comments  relative  to  cot¬ 
ton  and  other  export  subsidy  programs. 
They  are  in  fu.ll  agreement  that  it  is  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  Committees  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  House  and  Senate  to  review  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
Under  all  existing  laws  for  which  appropria¬ 
tions  are  proposed  by  the  executive  branch 
or  are  considered  by  the  Congress.  In  carry¬ 
ing  out  this  responsibility,  they  recognize 
that  it  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such 
committees  to  recommend  approval  or  dis¬ 
approval  of  appropriations  and  to  make  com¬ 
ments  and  recommendations  with  regard  to 
such  programs  and  activities. 

In  connection  with  the  comments  of  the 
House  committee  on  the  export  policies  of 
the  Department,  the  conferees  would  point 
out  that  were  it  not  for  exports,  American 
agriculture  literally  would  smother  in  its 
own  production.  Sixty  million  acres  of 
cropland — 1  out  of  every  5 — produce  for  ex¬ 
port.  The  large  flow  of  agricultural  products 
to  customers  overseas  not  only  provides  ad¬ 
ditional  farm  income  but  also  eases  the 
pressure  of  supplies  on  the  domestic  market 
and  strengthens  prices. 

In  the  1956-57  marketing  year  the  United 
States  exported  over  $1  billion  of  cotton, 
$400  million  of  tobacco,  $196  million  of  soy¬ 
beans,  $190  million  of  rice,  $350  million  of 
feed  grains,  $231  million  of  dairy  products, 
$46  million  of  poultry  products,  $405  million 
of  fats  and  oils,  $230  million  of  fruits,  and 
$958  million  of  wheat. 

In  the  handling  of  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  operations,  including  the  export 
program,  it  is  to  be  noted  that  payments  to 
the  trade  for  such  things  as  storage,  han¬ 
dling  and  transportation  costs,  including  any 
exorbitant  profits,  in  fact  all  costs  or  losses 
of  the  Commodity  Credit,  add  to  the  costs 
to  the  Treasury  and  increase  appropriations. 
Further,  they  are  charged  against  the  farm 
program,  and  are  frequently  used  as  argu¬ 
ments  against  farm  programs,  though,  of 
course,  such  expenditures  do  not  go  to  the 
farmer.  These  facts  make  it  essential  that 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations  maintain 
a  continuing  review  of  departmental  activ¬ 
ities  to  see  that  unnecessary  expenditures 
are  not  made  and  unnecessary  losses  are  not 
incurred  due  to  the  failure  of  the  United 
States  to  retain  its  fair  share  of  world  mar¬ 
kets. 
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The  conferees  point  out  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  has  full  author¬ 
ity  to  sell  farm  commodities  in  world  trade 
on  a  competitive  basis  and  would  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  large  increase  in  American  ex¬ 
ports  for  dollars  which  have  occurred  with 
the  use -of  such  authority  in  the  past  sev¬ 
eral  years.  The  conferees  take  note  of  the 
fact  that  the  Department  has  announced, 
with  reference  to  cotton,  that  in  the  future 
the  authority  to  sell  competitively  for  dol¬ 
lars  through  normal  trade  channels  will  be 
maintained  concurrently  with  a  program  of 
payment  of  an  export  subsidy  in  kind. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  conferees  that, 
in  order  to  retain  for  the  United  States  its 
fair  share  of  world  markets,  all  authority 
of  law  should  be  used  to  the  fullest  extent 
necessary  to  keep  United  States  farm  com¬ 
modities  offered  in  world  trade  at  competi¬ 
tive  prices.  Officials  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  in  the  interest  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  of  the  farm  programs,  in  keeping 
farm  commodities  available  in  world  trade 
at  competitive  prices,  should  make  every 
effort  to  obtain  the  largest  return  for  such 
commodities  with  the  minimum  of  cost. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

Alfred  E.  Santangelo, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

Walt  Horan, 

C.  W.  Vursell, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  WHITTEN  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  statement) .  Mr.  Speaker,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  there  is  complete  agreement, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  further 
reading  of  the  statement  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  SPEAKER.  And  that  it  be  printed 
in  the  Record? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Yes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  first  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  8:  Page  11,  line  25, 
insert:  “Provided  further.  That  no  change 
shall  be  made  in  such  1959  program  which 
will  have  the  effect,  in  any  county,  of  re¬ 
stricting  eligibility  requirements  or  cost¬ 
sharing  on  practices  included  in  the  1958 
program,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been 
recommended  by  the  county  committee  and 
approved  by  the  State  committee.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  No.  8,  and  concur  therein  with 
an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the 
matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert 
“Provided  further.  That  no  change  shall  be 
made  in  such  1959  program  which  will  have 
the  effect,  in  any  county,  of  restricting  eligi¬ 
bility  requirements  or  cost-sharing  on  prac¬ 
tices  included  in  either  the  1957  or  the  1958 
programs,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been 
recommended  by  the  county  committee  and 
approved  by  the  State  committee.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  17:  Page  18,  line  4, 
Btrlke  out  the  colon  through  the  word  “pro¬ 
gram”  on  line  10  and  insert  "Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  In  determining  the  amount  of 
rental  payments  the  Secretary  shall  give  due 
consideration  to  the  value  of  the  land  and 
the  rental  value  thereof.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  17:  Mr.  Whitten  moves 
that  the  House  recede  from  Its  disagreement 
to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  No.  17,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and 
Inserted  by  said  amendment.  Insert  “:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  hereafter  no  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  contract  shall  be  entered  Into 
which  provides  for  (1)  payments  for  con¬ 
servation  practices  in  excess  of  the  average 
rate  for  comparable  practices  under  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program,  or  (2)  annual 
rental  payments  In  excess  of  20  percent  of 
the  value  of  the  land  placed  under  contract, 
such  value  to  be  determined  without  regard 
to  physical  improvements  thereon  or  geo¬ 
graphic  location  thereof.  In  determining  the 
value  of  the  land  for  this  purpose,  the  county 
committee  shall  take  into  consideration  the 
estimate  of  the  landowner  or  operator  as  to 
the  value  of  such  land  as  well  as  his  cer¬ 
tificate  as  to  the  production  history  and 
productivity  of  such  land.” 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  desire  to 
be  heard  in  opposition  to  the  motion. 

The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  yield  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do  not  yield  at  this 
time,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  I  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  conference  report  be 
postponed  until  tomorrow.  . 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

^The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
withdraw  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  REUSS.  The  point  is  withdrawn, 
Mi*.  Speaker. 


CURRENT  ECONOMIC  CONDITION 

(Mr.  HIESTAND  asked  ary!  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  re/narks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.)  / 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mi/ Speaker,  much 
has  been  made  of  the  extraordinary  cir¬ 
cumstances  surrounding  the  current  eco¬ 
nomic  condition  of/our  country.  Time 
and  again,  Members  of  this  body  have, 
in  the  course  of  debate,  made  references 
to  particular  phases  of  our  economy,  and 
with  the  familiar  chorus,  “never  before 
in  the  history  of  our  Nation”  and  so 
forth,  proclaimed  this  a  peculiar  re¬ 
cession/ 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  quite  agree,  and  if  a 
note  of  irony  is  detected  in  my  voice  and 
statement,  I  assure  you  it  is  completely 
intuitional. 


It  is  peculiar  indeed,  that  savings  are 
at  an  all-time  high,  and  still  climbing, 
while  we  are  supposedly  in  the  ruthless 
grip  of  economic  disaster. 

It  is  peculiar,  beyond  comprehension, 
that  the  buying  power  of  our  people  is 
so  strong  that  prices  are  continually 
forced  upward,  while  the  Nation  sup¬ 
posedly  flounders  in  a  business  slump. 

It  is  peculiar,  exceedingly  peculiar, 
that  farm  income  is  up  $2  billion  from  the 
same  period  last  year,  yet  supposedly  re¬ 
cession  stalks  the  land. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  peculiar  aspects  of 
this  recession,  some  of  which  I  have  just 
cited,  add  up  to  only  one  thing.  That  is, 
this  is  a  psychological  recession.  Yes;  a 
mental  recession,  and  though  I  am  no 
psychiatrist,  I  say,  let  us  get  up  off  the 
couch  and  quit  thinking  recession,  and 
we  will  soon  discover  that  it  was  mainly  a 
state  of  mind. 


DISPENSING  WITH  CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY 

Ir.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  l/ 
ask\  unanimous  consent  that  Calendar 
Wednesday  of  next  week  be  dispersed 
with 

The  \  PE  AKER.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection.  / 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  O'BRIENx  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make  the  p/int  of  order  that 
a  quorum  is  not  press 

The  SPEAKER.  /Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  h£r.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol- 
1  o w i n g*M etn b e r s  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: , 


Andersen, 

_  [  Aw**  i  yj  j 

Garmatz 

Morrison  \ 

H.  darl 

George 

O'Hara,  Miom. 

Andrews 

Granahan 

Passman  \ 

A/rley 

Grant 

Philbin  \ 

Afuchincloss 

Green,  Pa. 

Poage  ’ 

/Barrett 

Gregory 

Powell 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Gross 

Radwan 

Boggs 

Gubser 

Reece,  Tenh. 

Boland 

Gwlnn  * 

Riley 

Brooks,  La. 

Harris 

Robeson,  Va. 

Buckley 

Hays,  Ohio 

Saund 

Byrd 

Healey 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Carnahan 

Hemphill 

Shelley 

Celler 

Hillings 

Sheppard 

Chelf 

Holt  / 

Shuford 

Christopher 

Holtzman 

Sieminski 

Colmer 

Hull 

Slier 

Coudert 

Ikard 

Spence 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Jackson 

Taylor 

Dawson,  Ill. 

James 

Thompson,  La. 

Dies 

Jenkins 

Thornberry 

Diggs 

Kearney 

Trimble 

Dollinger 

Kllburn 

Udall 

Donohue 

Klrwan 

Vinson 

Dowdy 

Lennon 

Vursell 

Doyle 

McCarthy 

Watts 

Engle 

Marshall 

Weir 

Farbsteln 

Fogarty 

Forand 

Merrow 

Miller,  Calif. 
Morris 

Zelenko 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Cormack).  Three  hundred  and  thirty- 
two  Members  have  answered  to  their 
names,  a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


ADMISSION  OF  THE  STATE 
ALASKA  INTO  THE  UNION 

Mr.  O'BRIEN  of  New  York.-  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  move  that  the  House/resolve 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
further  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7999)  to  provide  for  the  admission  of  the 
State  of  Alaska  into  the  Union. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Hojdse  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  at  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the /fnion  for  the  further 
consideration  of  tire  bill  (H.  R.  7999)  with 
Mr.  Mills  in  the/ 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday  all  time  for  general 
debate  on ^he  bill  had  expired. 

The  Clerk  will  read  the  bill  for  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be/it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  and  upon  issuance  of 
the  proclamation  required  by  section  8  (c)  of 
this  act,  the  State  of  Alaska  is  hereby  de¬ 
clared  to  be  a  State  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  is  declared  admitted  into  the  Union 
on  an  equal  footing  with  the  other  States  in 
all  respects  whatever,  and  the  constitution 
formed  pursuant  to  the  provision  of  the  act 
of  the  Territorial  legislature  of  Alaska  en¬ 
titled,  “An  act  to  provide  for  the  holding  of  a 
constitutional  convention  to  prepare  a  con¬ 
stitution  for  the  State  of  Alaska:  to  submit 
the  constitution  to  the  people  for  adoption 
or  rejection:  to  prepare  for  the  admisison  of 
Alaska  as  a  State:  to  make  an  appropria¬ 
tion;  and  setting  an  effective  date.”  approved 
March  19,  1955  (chap.  46,  Session  Laws  of 
Alaska,  1955),  and  adopted  by  a  vote  of  the 
people  of  Alaska  in  the  election  held  on  April 
24,  1956,  is  hereby  found  to  be  republican  in 
form  and  inconformity  with  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  and  the  principles  of  the 
Declaration  of  Independence,  and  is  hereby 
accepted,  ratified,  and  confirmed: 

Mr.  BOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  dean 
of  the  Illinois  delegation,  Thomas  J. 
O’Brien,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  Members  may  be  permitted  to  extend 
their  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

\  THE  LATE  CARDINAL  STRITCH 

MV.  BOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  with 
keen  badness  that  the  Illinois  delegation 
has  learned  of  the  death  of  the  beloved 
and  universally  respected  Samuel  Cardi¬ 
nal  StritcV  Archbishop  of  Chicago,  who 
died  in  Rorhe  last  night  at  the  age  of  70, 
only  1  montVi  and  1  day  after  he  was 
appointed  to  the  Roman  Curia,  the  high¬ 
est  governing  Mwly  of  the  church. 

Samuel  Cardinal  Stritch  was  the  first 
American-born  cardinal  to  be  so  hon¬ 
ored.  He  was  elevated  to  that  body 
when  on  March  1,  1958,  Pope  Pius  XII 
appointed  him  pro  prefect  of  the  congre¬ 
gation.  It  seems  but  Nyesterday  that 
various  Members  of  the  H^use  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  took  the  floor  to  felicitate  and 
wish  well  this  great  prince  of  the 
church  and  this  truly  great  ■yVmerican 
on  the  occasion  of  that  most\singular 
and  recent  honor.  Samuel  Cardinal 
Stritch  through  all  his  years  has  dVnon- 
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sti\ted  a  talent,  a  love  and  affection 
for  title  humble  and  the  meek  and  the 
lowlyX 

A  brilliant  student,  Samuel  Cardinal 
Stritch  was  ordained  to  the  priesthood 
by  speciafydispensation  a  year  before 
reaching  the\canonical  age  of  24.  He  be¬ 
came  a  bishoTp,  at  34,  an  archbishop  at 
43,  and  a  cardinal  at  58. 

Samuel  Cardinal  Stritch  was  known 
best  for  his  worker  the  cause  of  world 
peace,  united  charities,  and  the  Catholic 
youth  movement — a  /roup  of  all  races 
and  all  faiths.  \ 

American  liberals  of  ''all  faiths  con¬ 
sidered  him  an  outstanding  liberal. 
Samuel  Cardinal  Stritch  was.  deeply  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  problems  of.  labor  and 
was  friendly  to  labor  organiz^ions;  he 
condemned  as  morally  wrong  interfer¬ 
ence  with  Negroes  seeking  to  u/e  the 
rights  they  enjoy  under  the  Constitution, 
and  he  established  a  policy  of  helpingsall 


the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
McCormack!  so  well  said,  regardless  of 
one’s  faith  or  one’s  political  creed,  every¬ 
one  in  Cook  County  and  in  Illinois  was 
very  much  mindful  of  the  great  works  of 
charity  and  the  great  works  of  religion 
which  were  so  close  to  Cardinal  Stritch ’s 
heart.  When  he  came  to  Chicago  from 
Milwaukee,  yes,  even  before  ne  came  to 
Milwaukee,  we  all  realized  the  great 
charitable  works  undertaken  by  Cardinal 
Stritch.  Those  of  the  Catholic  re¬ 
ligion  as  well  as  those  of  all  other  re¬ 
ligions  will  ever  remember  the  great 
work  he  has  done  for  his  church  and  his 
country. 

Mr.  BYRNE  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOYLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  BYRNE  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  associate  my  re¬ 
marks  with  those  of  the  gentleman  from 


minority  groups  to  integrate  themselves  Illinois  as  well  as  the  distinguished  ma- 
religiously,  socially,  and  economically  Jonty  leader.  _  As  one  who  was  born  and 


into  the  life  of  their  city. 


/educated  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  I,  too. 


It  is  said  that  a  kindly  providence 
called  him  so  abruptly  to  his  just  reward 
long  before  he  had  an  opportunity  to 
further  demonstrate  that  intensity  of 
purpose  that  scholarliness  and  that  char¬ 
ity  that  made  him  beloved  the  world  over. 

At  this  time  it  is  with  considerable 
sadness  that  we  point  up,  on  the  floor  of 
the  House,  the  passing  of  a  great  church¬ 
man,  a  great  American,  and  a  truly  great 
humanitarian  as  he  goes  to  his  much- 
merited  reward,  and  we  only  hope  that  a 
kindly  providence  will  visit  upon  his  suc¬ 
cessor  the  same  talent,  the  same  respect, 
and  the  same  love  of  little  people  that 
the  great  Samuel  Cardinal  Stritch, 

Archbishop  of  Chicago,  demonstrated  so 
thoroughly. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOYLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
read  with  grief  of  the  death  of  Cardinal 
Stritch,  a  great  churchman  and  a  great 
American.  His  spiritual  leadership  was 
not  confined  to  his  influence  on  commu¬ 
nicants  of  the  Catholic  Church,  but  to  all  e/er  to  receive  such  an  appointment.  In 
persons  of  all  creeds  of  a  religious  mind.  Axis  10  years  as  Archbishop  of  Milwaukee, 
It  was  only  several  weeks  ago  when  Mrs.  /  Cardinal  Stritch  made  inestimable  con- 


recall  when  our  beloved  cardinal  came 
to/the  great  city  of  Chicago.  His  work 
wayoutstanding.  He  was  a  recognizee 
leader  not  only  as  a  leader  of  the  Catho¬ 
lic  church,  but  his  leadership  was  /elt 
in  all  civic  activities  in  our  area/  He 
was  a  great  builder  of  churches,  ac  great 
builder  of  schools,  and  his  influence  was 
far  reaching.  He  particularly  had  a 
great  love  for\he  retarded  children  and 
the  exceptional  children.  /We  in  Chi¬ 
cago,  as  well  as  people  in  all  parts  of  the 
United  States  of  Ameri/i  not  only  feel 
great  sorrow  at  th\  departure  of  this 
great  leader,  but  we  sHvll  miss  him. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr/ Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yields/ 

Mr.  BOYLE,  /yield  to  Nje  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin; 

Mr.  REUSS/  Mr.  Chairmaiy.  Cardinal 
Stritch  was/t  distinguished  ami  beloved 
former  citizen  and  resident  of  the  city 
of  Milwaukee.  His  loss  will  be  deeply 
felt.  / 

Sanmel  Alphonsus  Stritch  becal 
Archbishop  of  Milwaukee  in  1930. 

W£j6  only  43,  one  of  the  youngest  men' 


McCormack  and  I  were  in  Chicago  wheja 
I  was  addressing  the  Fourth  Degree 
Knights  of  Columbus  that  we  speht  a 
very  pleasant  hour  with  Cardinal  Stritch, 
an  hour  that  will  always  be  one/of  our 
treasured  memories.  Cardinal /tritch’s 
leadership  in  the  spiritual  field/nd  in  the 
field  of  government  as  an  Apderican  cit¬ 
izen  was  outstanding.  He'  possessed  a 
universal  mind,  and  his  thoughts  and  his 
utterances  appealed  to  a/ persons  of  deep 
faith  and  of  a  religiou/mind.  Countless 
millions  of  persons  of/ll  faiths  and  of  all 
creeds  will  feel  a  /eal  sorrow^  in  the 
passing  of  this  great  churchman  and  this 
great  American 

Mr.  SHEEH/N.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gen  tlemajr  yield? 

Mr.  BOYLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SHEEHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  join 
with  tlje  gentleman  from  Illinois  in  ex¬ 
pressing  our  grief  at  the  death  of  Cardi¬ 
nal  ^Stritch.  As  the  majority  leader, 


tributions  to  the  welfare  and  betterment 
of  the  entire  community. 

His  energetic  work  in  charity,  in  edu¬ 
cational  expansion,  in  parish  expansion 
will  not  be  forgotten.  Cardinal  Stritch 
held  the  respect  and  friendship  of  Mil¬ 
waukeeans  of  all  faiths. 

His  concern  for  the  suffering  and  the 
needy  extended  worldwide.  He  fought 
always  against  racial  discrimination.  He 
was  a  devoted  American.  His  belief  in 
democracy  was  firm  and  strong. 

The  Christian  world  has  lost  a  great 
and  dedicated  spiritual  leader.  Nowhere 
is  the  sadness  at  the  death  of  Cardinal 
Stritch  more  deeply  felt  than  in  Mil¬ 
waukee,  where  so  many  of  his  good  works 
were  accomplished. 

(Mr.  REUSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  BOYLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  Vish 
to  join  with  the  Illinois  delegation  in 
paying  tribute  to  the  memory  of  Samuel 
Cardinal  Stritch  who  passed  ayray  yes¬ 
terday  in  Rome,  Italy. 

The  people  of  the  Calumet  region  of 
Indiana,  which  adjoins  Chioago,  mourns 
the  passing  of  this  great  religious  leader 
and  humanitarian.  The'Cardinal’s  out¬ 
standing  accomplishm/its  during  a  long 
life  of  religious  service  are  familiar  to 
people  of  all  denon/nations  throughout 
the  Middle  West.' 

That  he  woulcUbecome  a  man  of  great 
intellectual  attainment  was  demon¬ 
strated  in  his/very  early  years  as  a  boy 
in  high  schom  and  college  through  hard 
work  and  ./sacrifice  during  his  younger 
years.  Afi  a  priest,  his  abilities  were 
soon  recognized  by  his  church  superiors 
and  gradually  his  responsibilities  in¬ 
creased  until  he  reached  one  of  the 
highest  pinnacles  of  office  and  position 
ir/  the  Catholic  Church.  Cardinal 
Stritch  was  an  acquaintance  and  friend 
of  Pope  Pius  XII  since  his  school  days 
in  the  Seminary  in  Rome.  During  all 
these  years,  the  great  ability  and  work 
of  Cardinal  Stritch  in  his  religious  life 
was  so  outstanding  that  a  few  months 
ago  his  holiness  appointed  the  Cardinal 
to  the  Roman  Curia  as  proprefect  of  the 
Sacred  Congregation  for  the  Propaga¬ 
tion  of  the  Faith,  the  church’s  mission¬ 
ary  agency.  This  is  the  highest  recog¬ 
nition  ever  bestowed  upon  an  American 
prelate. 

The  people  cf  Illinois,  Indiana,  and 
other  Middle  West  States  will  long 
mourn  the  memory  of  this  leader  of  the 
church  whose  great  religious  work  and 
charities  have  benefitted  hundreds  of 
thousands  during  his  long  service  in  the 
work  of  Cod. 

(Mr.  O’BRIEN  of  Illinois,  Mr.  Klu- 
czynski,  Mr.  Lieonati,  Mr.  O’Hara  of 
Illinois,  Mr.  Gordon,  Mr.  Price,  and  Mr. 
Mack  of  Illinois  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Boyle)  were  given  permission  to  extend 
their  remarks  in  the  Record,  following 
the  remarks  of  Mr.  Boyle.) 

Mr.  O’BRIEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  news  of  the  untimely  and  un¬ 
fortunate  passing  of  Samuel  Cardinal 
Strrtph  reached  me  late  last  night.  It 
was  the  unwelcome  news  which  I  had 
hoped  Blight  not  take  place  at  this  criti¬ 
cal  timnun  world  history  when  we  are 
’so  much  *n  need  of  great  leaders. 

Through  /he  last  several  weeks  after 
learning  of  lEamuel  Cardinal  Stritch’s 
grave  condition,  like  so  many  people  all 
over  the  world,  Isread  each  bulletin  with 
anxiety  as  the  gfcpat  churchman’s  life 
hung  by  a  thread. 

This  great  cleric  ^od  great  American 
was  a  brilliant  man  and  had  a  brilliant 
life.  Truly  he  was  a  fiving  exhibit  of 
the  proposition,  “As  a  naan  is,  ^o  he 
acts.’’  He  was  a  man  oNenergy  and 
intensity  of  purpose.  Ten  Vears  after 
his  birth  in  Nashville,  Tenn.,  im  August 
17,  1887,  he  graduated  from  grammar 
school.  By  the  time  he  was  16  h/had  a 
bachelor  of  arts  degree. 

Eighteen  years  later  he  was  naltaed 
bishop  of  Toledo,  Ohio,  the  youngest 
member  of  Roman  hierarchy  in 
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Coim*j£.  And  with  Its  occupancy  St.  Peter’s 
Hall  and--tlie  Supreme  Court  Building  re¬ 
verted  to  theTr -original  status.  But  as  Ho¬ 
ratio  at  the  bridpsr- the  parish  auditorium 
had  stemmed  further  loss  to  the  city  of 
Jefferson  after  the  flame  of  Tabfuary  5  had 
simmered  to  ashes. 


INSURING  THAT  THE  AGRICUL¬ 
TURE  APPROPRIATION  BILL  CON¬ 
TINUES  80  PERCENT  FEDERAL 

PARTICIPATION  IN  WILDLIFE- 

CONSERVING  PRACTICES  UNDER 

THE  CONSERVATION  RESERVE 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  order 
of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Reuss]  is  recognized  for  15 
minutes. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  conserva¬ 
tionist  and  sportsmen  vigorously  sup¬ 
ported  the  adding  of  wildlife-conserving 
practices  to  the  conservation  reserve 
when  the  Soil  Bank  was  adopted  2  years 
ago.  For  the  first  time,  we  recognized 
that  the  farmer  who  followed  sound 
wildlife  conservation  practices  should 
be  adequately  compensated  for  doing  on 
his  land  what  benefited  the  entire  coun¬ 
try.  Under  the  conservation  reserve, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  ap¬ 
proved  paying  farmers  up  to  80  percent 
of  the  cost  of  such  wildlife-conserving 
practices  as  planting  food  and  cover — 
multiflora  roses,  trees,  and  shrubs,  for 
instance — for  wild  game,  and  creating 
or  restoring  marshy  areas  for  waterfowl 
and  muskrats. 

Throughout  the  Nation,  the  wildlife 
practices  provision  has  fostered  the  most 
healthy  cooperation  between  farmers 
and  city  conservationists.  In  Wisconsin, 
for  example,  conservaitonists  are  find¬ 
ing  that  the  80  percent  cost-sharing  by 
the  Federal  Government  is  beginning  to 
interest  farmers  in  adopting  good  wild¬ 
life-conserving  practices.  Throughout 
America  such  organizations  as  the  Na¬ 
tional  Wildlife  Federation  have  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  obtaining  ever-greater  partici¬ 
pation  by  farmers  in  the  wildlife  aspects 
of  the  conservation  reserve.  The  Feder¬ 
ation  has  set  up  an  entire  division  to 
prosecute  this  program,  led  by  H.  R. 
Morgan,  the  very  able  former  Game  and 
Fish  Commissioner  of  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  Morgan  tells  me  that  more  than 
10  State  conservation  agencies  have  in 
the  last  year  participated  actively  in  the 
carrying  out  of  wildlife  practices  under 
the  conservation  reserve.  With  con¬ 
tinued  Federal  interest  in  the  program, 
we  can  soon  look  for  the  cooperation  of 
conservation  commissions  in  each  of  the 
48  States. 

Earlier  today  the  conference  report — 
House  Report  No.  1776 — on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  H.  R. 
11767,  the  1959  agriculture  appropria¬ 
tions  bill,  came  before  the  House.  Fur¬ 
ther  consideration  of  a  motion  by  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit¬ 
ten]  concerning  amendment  No.  17  in 
disagrement,  having  to  do  w'ith  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program,  wTas  put  over 
until  tomorrow. 

In  order  that  the  legislative  history 
of  H.  R.  11767  may  be  entirely  clear, 
I  insert  an  exchange  of  leters  between 
myself  and  the  gentleman  from  Misis- 


sippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  which  took  place 
this  afternoon,  following  the  action  on 
H.  R.  11767  just  referred  to.  The  letters 
follow: 

May  27,  1958. 

The  Honorable  Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

House  of  Representatives, 

>  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Jamie:  Earlier  today,  during  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  conference  report  (H.  Rept. 
1776)  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  H.  R.  11767,  the  1959  agriculture  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  I  asked  leave  to  speak  in  op¬ 
position  to,  and  for  an  automatic  rollcall 
vote  on,  a  motion  made  by  you  on  amend¬ 
ment  No.  17  (conservation  reserve  program), 
which  had  been  reported  in  disagreement. 
Your  motion  asked  that  in  lieu  of  the  matter 
stricken  and  Inserted  by  amendment  No.  17, 
there  should  be  inserted  the  following: 

“Provided  further.  That  hereafter  no  con¬ 
servation  reserve  contract  shall  be  entered 
into  which  provides  for  (1)  payments  for 
conservation  practices  in  excess  of  the  average 
rate  for  comparable  practices  under  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program,  or  (2)  annual 
rental  payments  in  excess  of  20  percent  of 
the  value  of  the  land  placed  under  contract, 
such  value  to  be  determined  without  regard 
to  physical  improvements  thereon  or  geo¬ 
graphic  location  thereof.  In  determining  the 
value  of  the  land  for  this  purpose,  the  county 
committee  shall  take  into  consideration  the 
estimate  of  the  landowner  .or  operator  as  to 
the  value  of  such  land  as  well  as  his  certifi¬ 
cate  as  to  the  production  history  and  pro¬ 
ductivity  of  such  lands.” 

I  did  so  solely  because  I  feared  that  the 
first  portion  of  this  quoted  language — “Pro¬ 
vided  further,  that  hereafter  no  conservation 
reserve  contract  shall  be  entered  into  which 
provides  for  (1)  payments  for  conservation 
practices  in  excess  of  the  average  rate  for 
comparable  practices  under  the  agricultural 
conservation  program,” — might  conceivably 
be  construed  to  require  a  departure  from  the 
present  practice  under  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  of  the  Soil  Bank  whereby  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  pays  farmers  up  to  80 
percent  of  the  cost  of  such  wildlife-conserv¬ 
ing  practices  as  planting  food  and  cover  for 
wild  game,  and  creating  and  restoring  marshy 
areas  for  wild  game.  Specifically,  I  feared 
that  these  wildlife-conserving  practices 
might  be  held  to  be  comparable  to  practices 
under  the  agricultural  conservation  program, 
and  thus  the  payments  reduced  to  50  percent. 

Such  a  construction,  of  course,  would  be 
disastrous  to  the  wildlife-conserving  pro¬ 
gram.  To  the  extent  that  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  under  the  conservation  reserve  and  un¬ 
der  the  agricultural  conservation  program 
are  substantially  comparable,  and  are  in 
large  part  for  the  benefit  of  the  participating 
farmer,  such  as  payments  for  liming  and 
terracing,  I  would  respect  the  judgment  that 
a  50-percent  contribution  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  is  adequate.  For  wildlife- 
conserving  practices,  however,  where  the 
benefit  accrues  more  largely  to  the  whole 
community  than  to  the  participating  farmer, 
an  80-percent  contribution  by  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Department  is  necessary  in  order  to 
make  participation  attractive. 

From  our  discussion  of  this  point  on  the 
floor  today  following  the  action  taken  to 
postpone  further  consideration  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  H.  R.  11767  until  tomorrow, 
I  understand  that  the  intention  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  above  cited  is  that  “comparable  prac¬ 
tices”  do  not  include  wildlife-conserving 
practices,  since  such  practices  are  not  in¬ 
cluded  under  the  agricultural  conservation 
program.  In  other  words,  your  amendment 
will  not  preclude  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture's  paying,  as  it  now  does,  up  to  80  percent 
for  wildlife-conserving  practices  under  the 
conservation  reserve. 


I  have  obtained  a  special  order  for  later 
this  afternoon  in  order  to  discuss  this  ques¬ 
tion,  and  I  should  deeply  appreciate  your 
confirming  to  me  the  correctness  of  my  un¬ 
derstanding  of  your  views,  as  the  author  of 
the  above  language.  As  I  Indicated  to  you  on 
the  floor,  I  believe  a  construction  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  along  the  lines  I  have  here  set  forth 
would  not  give  rise  to  the  fears  I  have  here 
expressed. 

Sincerely, 

Henry  S.  Reuss, 
Member  of  Congress. 

May  27,  1958. 

Hon.  Henry  S.  Reuss, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Henry:  With  regard  to  your  letter 
asking  our  construction  of  the  language  of¬ 
fered  by  motion  on  amendment  No.  17,  I 
would  state  the  following: 

The  language  intends  that  there  shall- be 
comparable  payments  for  comparable  prac¬ 
tices  under  each  the  conservation  reserve 
program  and  the  agricultural  conservation 
program.  There  is  nothing  in  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  which  requires 
any  lower  rate  of  payment  than  that  allowed 
by  the  Department  in  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program.  In  other  words,  compara¬ 
ble  payments  could  be  made  by  bringing  one 
up  to  the  other  as  well  as  by  scaling  down. 

Now  as  to  practices  for  conservation  of 
wildlife,  I  know  of  no  comparable  practices 
in  the  agricultural  conservation  program; 
however,  should  there  be,  I  believe  there 
should  be  a  comparable  rate  of  payment.  I 
believe  this  to  be  the  intent  of  the  conferees. 
Sincerely, 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 
Member  of  Congress. 

This  exchange  of  letters  makes  it 
abundantly  clear  that  the  1959  agricul¬ 
ture  appropriation  bill  permits  payments 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  as  at 
present,  of  up  to  80  percent  for  wildlife- 
conserving  practices  under  the  conserva- 
.  tion  reserve. 

FIFTH  ANNUAL  GOOD  GOVERNMENT 

PINNER  OF  CROSSCUP-PISHON 

POST  NO.  281,  AMERICAN  LEGION 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  order 
of  the  House,  the  gentlewoman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mrs.  Rogers]  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  10  minutes. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  shall  divide  the  time  al¬ 
lotted  me  in  two  speeches. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  Tuesday,  April  8,  the 
fifth  annual  good  government  dinner  of 
the  Crosscup-Fishon  Post,  No.  281,  the 
American  Legiqn,  took  place  at  the 
Sheraton  Plaza  Ifotel,  in  Boston,  Mass. 
This  distinguished  post  of  the  American 
i  Legion  selected  m^as  their  honor  guest 
;  and  presented  me  '  with  their  annual 
good-government  award.  This  consti¬ 
tutes  a  very  high  honor,  and  I  shall 
treasure  the  memory  for  the  rest  of  my 
I  life.  \ 

On  this  important  occst^ion,  I  was  in¬ 
vited  to  make  the  principal  address  of 
the  evening.  Following  herewith  is  my 
j  address: 

Commander  Talberth,  veterans  of  tlie 
Crosscup-Pishon  Post  of  the  American  Le¬ 
gion,  distinguished  guests,  ladies  and  gen- 
i  tlemen,  my  first  words  to  you  this  evening 
I  hope  will  convey  the  sincerity  and,  depth 
of  my  feeling  and  appreciation  on  this  me- 

Imorable  occasion.  I  am  grateful,  so  deeply 
grateful  to  have  been  selected  by  the  Ckpss- 
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cup-Pishon  Post,  this  very  distinguished 
post  of  the  American  Legion,  to  be  honored 
and  presented  with  its  award  of  good  gov¬ 
ernment.  '  Also,  I  am  honored  by  all  of  you 
here  this  evening  who  have  taken  these 
precious  moments  of  your  busy  lives  and 
from  your  friendly  homes  to  come  here  for 
this  particular  occasion.  My  heart  is  warmed 
by  this  knowledge  and  touched  with  this 
evidence  of  your  friendliness  and  respect. 

My  second  words ,  are  those  of  thanks — 
my  thanks  to  this  very  distinguished  post 
of  the  American  Legioh  for  selecting  me  to 
be  their  honored  guest,  this  evening.  To 
the  officers  and  members',  of  the  Crosscup- 
Pishon  Post  I  give  my  thanks  for  this  ex¬ 
ceptional  good-government  ,  award.  To 
all  of  you  who  have  presented  me  with  the 
honor  of  your  presence  here  this  evening  I 
extend  my  thanks.  At  this  moment,  all  I 
have  to  offer  all  of  you  is  my'-  heartfelt 
thanks.  Please  know  that  my  appreciation 
is  deeply  embedded  in  my  heart  and  life. 

This  evening  and  on  other  occasions,  I 
have  been  mentioned  very  respectfully  as 
“The  No.  1  friend  of  the  veteran.”  To  he 
thought  of  in  this  way,  even  though  I  feel  1 
do  not  qualify,  is  a  tribute  of  the  highest 


frigerators,  laundry  or  garbage  disposal  ma¬ 
chines,  and  many  other  of  the  conveniences 
so  common  to  all  of  us  today  were  unknown 
then.  The  great  oceans  isolated  our  coun¬ 
try,  and  that  was  the  way  we  preferred  to 
be.  We  went  along  our  own  way.  We  were 
still  engaged  in  the  development  of  our 
country.  We  were  just  reaching  national 
maturity. 

Then  came  1914  and  war  in  Europe.  Little 
did  any  of  us  realize  then,  that  3  years  later, 
on  April  6,  1917,  our  own  country  would  be¬ 
come  a  part  of  this  great  conflict.  Some  of 
you  here  tonight  were  among  the  Yanks 
who  went  over  there  to  do  the  job.  It  was 
in  the  trenches  and  on  the  fields  of  battle 
of  World  War  I,  where  men  became  friends 
while  fighting  together  in  a  gigantic  struggle 
for  freedom  against  oppression.  This  was 
the  war  to  make  the  world  safe  for  de¬ 
mocracy.  This  was  where  the  American 
Legion  was  born.  This  was  where  this  dis¬ 
tinguished  Post  had  its  beginning. 

After  World  War  I  came  reconstruction 
and  the  dreams  of  a  great  future.  Out  of 
the  war,  however,  came  a  reality  which  was 
to  change  our  lives  here  in  America.  The 
airplane  had  proved  itself  and  the  air  age 


uo  iiui,  q Luii y ,  <x  uiuure  ui  me  ingucoe  \  airplane  naa  proved  itseii  ana 
order.  To  be  thought  of  in  this  way  is  a  with  its  great  development  of  air  power 
distinguished  honor,  for  I  consider  our  men  was  thrust  upon  us.  No  one  knew  its  full 


and  women  veterans  not  only  the  largest  but 
the  finest  group  of  deeply  loyal  and  dedi¬ 
cated  Americans  to  be  found  anywhere  in 
the  Nation.  Through  the  processes  of  good 
government  their  purpose  is  to  protect  the 
country  and  our  way  of  life  from  enemies 
within  and  without. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica,  as  well  as  the  people  of  the  free  world, 
will  never  know  and  will  never  be  able  to 
fully  measure  the  tremendous  contributions 
given  to  our  country  and  to  the  cause  of 
freedom  by  our  veterans,  not  only  on  the 
field  of  battle,  but  also  in  the  daily  molding 
of  the  greatness  of  America  and  the  strength 
of  the  cause  of  free  men  everywhere.  The 
veterans  know  so  well  the  necessity  for  good 
government,  dependable  government  and  a 
government  of  intergrity  and  respect.  Un¬ 
less  our  Government  is  honorable  and  re¬ 
spected,  and  dependable,  our  country  and 
free  way  of  life  is  doomed  to  treachery,  self¬ 
ishness,  exploitation,  an<J  chaos.  This  good- 
government  award  of  the  Crosscup-Pishon 
Post  is  representative  of  this  high  purpose 
of  the  American  Legion. 

As  we  think  of  government  and  all  that  it 
means  to  us  in  our  lives,  I  think  you  will 
agree  with  me  that  one  of  the  principal  mile¬ 
posts  in  all  history  was  the  formation  and 
establishment  of  the  American  system  of 
government.  Our  Constitution  has  been 


meaning  but  everyone  knew  the  whole  world 
was  changed. 

In  these  early  days  after  the  war,  I  usei 
to  fly  whenever  I  had  the  opportunity, 
ways  I  flew  back  and  forth  between  LoWell 
and  Washington.  The  planes  were  small 
and  very  fragile  compared  to  the  enonnous 
airliners  of  today.  Many  of  them  were  open 
cockpit  and  one, had  to  dress  in  heavy  cloth¬ 
ing  to  protect  themselves  from  the  weather 
and  the  rigors  of  flying.  In/addition  to 
getting  pleasure  from  air  travel,  I  engaged 
in  it  for  the  purpose\>f  creating  public  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  airplane  as  a’ means  of  travel 
and  in  this  way  to  assist  .this  young  industry 
in  our  country  to  get  firmly  started.  I  knew 
its  military  potential  ytas  very  great.  Hav¬ 
ing  no  usable  airplanes  of  \ur  own  in  the 
war,  I  knew  it  wa/  time  out  country  was 
busy.  The  airplane  was  soon  to  be  a  vital 
weapon  in  our  national  defense. 

A  few  years  after  the  war,  in  1927,  the  in¬ 
trepid  Lindbihgh  flew  his  Spirit  of  St.  Louis 
in  a  non-st$>p  flight  across  the  wide  Atlantic 
from  New  York  to  Paris.  Now  we  knew  the 
ocean  ccmid  be  crossed  by  an  airplane.  This 
fact  allh f  a  sudden  eliminated  distance  be¬ 
tween' the  nations  of  the  world.  This  fact 
was  ,to  change  our  whole  concept  of  foreign 
policy. 

,  After  those  early  flights  across  the  ocean, 
.and  from  continent  to  continent,  the  leader- 


the  pattern  for  the  government  of  many  ship  of  America  knew  that  a  policy  of  isola- 


nations.  It  has  provided  the  way  of  orderly’ 
conduct  for  old  countries  which  have  won 
new  freedom  and  independence.  / 

Minus  a  few  years,  it  has  been  my  honor 
to  be  associated  with  the  operation j6f  our 
Government  for  almost  half  of  a  Century. 
This  is  a  long  time.  It  has  been  at/ eventful 
period  in  our  history.  There  have  been 
times  of  joy  and  times  of  heartache.  I 
shall  speak  briefly  of  these  "great  events 
during  this  half  century.  / 

Much  has  happened  since  the  early  days 
of  1913  when  my  late  husband  and  I  ar¬ 
rived  in  Washington  to  ..  commence  our  rep¬ 
resentation  of  the  people  of  Massachusetts 
in  the  Congress  of'  the  United  States. 
Woodrow  Wilson  was  about  to  be  inaugu¬ 
rated  President.  The  horse  and  carriage 
was  still  competing  with  the  automobile  as 
a  means  of  transportation.  Europe  and  the 
rest  of  the  world  seemed  as  far  away  as  the 
moon  does  today.  In  population,  our  Na¬ 
tion  was  half  the  size  it  is  now.  Arizona 
and  Nevy' Mexico  had  only  recently  become 
members  of  the  Union,  completing  the  forty- 
eight  States,  and  their  newly  elected  repre¬ 
sentatives  were  on  hand  to  take  their  seats 
in  Congress.  In  1913,  radio  and  television 
wUre  unknown.  There  were  no  electric  re- 


tion  was  no  longer  feasible.  We  knew  that 
in  this  air  age  that  had  suddenly  come  upon 
us,  the  whole  world  had  been  brought  very 
close  together  in  the  sense  of  time  and  dis¬ 
tance.  This  fact  also  disclosed  very  clearly 
the  necessity  for  understanding  and  coopera¬ 
tion  between  nations  for  the  great  oceans  no 
longer  constituted  protection  and  isolation 
was  no  longer  possible. 

Then  the  age  of  the  1930’s  was  upon  us. 
This  was  the  decade  of  national  struggle 
everywhere  and  economic  adjustment.  These 
were  the  days  when  we  were  told  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Roosevelt  that  we  had  nothing  to  fear 
but  fear  itself.  These  were  the  days  when 
we  were  testing  our  ability  as  a  Nation  to 
plan  and  manage  our  own  economy.  These 
were  the  days  of  new  laws  and  regulations 
which  seemingly  placed  limitations  upon  our 
cherished  freedom.  We  never  succeeded, 
however,  in  testing  completely  our  ability  to 
control  our  national  economy  and  our  na¬ 
tional  economic  life  because  of  a  sudden  and 
great  catastrophe. 

It  was  now  1939  and  in  the  late  summer. 
Germany  marched  into  Poland.  War  again 
darkened  the  sky.  Then  came  that  Sunday 
morning  dawn  and  Pearl  Harbor.  World  War 
II  in  all  its  fury  was  upon  us  and  once  again 


we  were  fighting  for  survival  and  this  precious 
free  way  of  life.  / 

This  gigantic  conflict  is  still  so  close  to  all 
of  us  that  I  am  not  going  to  recount  here 
the  great  deeds  of  heroism  and  sacrifice  or 
any  of  the  great  events  that  took  place. 
Many  of  you  know  them  from  personal  experi¬ 
ence  so  much  better  than  I  do.  Like  World 
War  I,  however.  World  War  II  also  changed 
the  way  of  living  for  everyone-— everywhere. 
As  this  enormous  tragic  struggle  was  drawing 
to  a  close,  one  day  in  the  late  summer  of 
1945,  a  great  bomb  burst  over  Hiroshima,  and 
with  its  bursting  the  whole  world  was  cata¬ 
pulted  into  the  atomic 

In  this  atomic  agq/’  developments  have 
taken  place  so  rapidly  that  mankind  now 
seems  only  a  few  steps  away  from  the  thresh¬ 
old  over  which  he  is  certain  to  step,  into 
a  vastly  wider  comprehension  of  space  and 
the  universe.  Explosive  power,  destructive 
power,  is  now  measured  in  units  known  as 
megations.  -It  is  now  possible  as  we  all  so 
clearly  realize,  for  man  to  destroy  com¬ 
pletely  his,  own  civilization.  Within  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  Hours  one  nation  can  completely 
destrov/another.  Here  again,  the  existence 
of  this  new  power  has  changed  our  entire 
foreign  policy. 

jut  of  this  situation  has  been  born  the 
Necessity  of  collective  security.  Our  foreign 
/policy  must  be  directed  toward  associating 
and  joining  together  the  free  nations  of  the 
world  for  defense  and  security  purposes, 
while  at  the  same  time  our  foreign  policy 
must  be  directed  toward  the  prevention  of 
a  catastrophic  nuclear  war.  On  the  one 
hand,  we  must  do  everything  we  can  to  pro¬ 
vide  strength  for  defense,  while  on  the  other 
hand,  we  must  do  everything  we  can  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  necessity  for  using  that  strength. 
There  is  no  substitute  for  survival. 

Here  we  are,  then,  ladies  and  gentlemen, 
in  the  daily  living  of  the  present.  All  of 
us  are  so  busy  with  our  daily  responsibilities 
it  is  difficult  to  comprehend  the  forces  that 
are  gradually  changing  the  way  in  which 
we  live  during  these  swiftly  passing  days. 
The  closer  great  forces  are  to  us,  the  more 
difficult  it  is  for  us  to  see  them  and  com¬ 
prehend  them.  The  obvious,  however,  is 
most  important.  As  a  nation,  we  must  rec¬ 
ognize  these  forces  in  time  so  that  we  might 
control  them  and  channel  them  into  posi¬ 
tive  benefits  rather  than  allowing  them  to 
disintegrate  into  tragedy.  Now  the  prac¬ 
tical  meaning  of  this  statement  is  this.  We 
need  collective  security  and  we  need  wide 
and  genuine  cooperation  among  the  free 
nations  of  the  world,  which  look  to  our 
United  States  of  America  not  only  for  lead¬ 
ership  but  for  most  of  the  military  power 
that'  gives  the  collective  security  any 
strength.  Leadership  in  our  country  must 
know  how  far  the  United  States  can  go  in 
the  giving  away  of  our  capital,  resources,  and 
substance.  In  this  collective  cooperative  ef¬ 
fort,  if  world  peace  is  to  be  maintained,  the 
economy  of  the  United  States  must  be 
healthy  and  strong  at  all  times.  If  our 
American  economy  ever  breaks  from  over- 
extension  of  the  enormous  burdens  our  Na¬ 
tion  is  carrying  throughout  the  world, 
communism  and  the  Soviet  bloc  of  nations 
will  have  achieved  their  greatest  victory. 

Our  world  today  is  made  up  of  many  na¬ 
tions,  and  more  and  more  these  nations 
must  work  together.  Cooperation,  however, 
is  based  upon  mutual  requirements  and 
benefits.  Most  nations  will  hot  cooperate 
unless  it  is  to  that  nation’s  advantage  to  do 
so.  No  nation  can  afford  great  sacrifices 
over  a  long  period  of  time  withoitt  balanc¬ 
ing  benefits  and  advantages.  In  interna¬ 
tional  life,  it  avails  nothing  to  the  giver  if 
nothing  is  received  in  return  for  the  giving. 
If  the  economy  of  the  United  States  be¬ 
comes  weakened  or  jeopardized,  the  organ¬ 
izations  of  free  nations  will  disintegrate 
If  the  United  States  fails  to  keep  her  econ¬ 
omy  sound  and  strong  as  well  as  our  mili- 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  adopted  conference  report  on  agricultural  appropriation 

bill.  Both  Houses  passed  bills  to  permit  transfer  of  cotton  allotments  due  to  ex¬ 
cessive  rainfall.  House  passed  Alaska^ Statehood  bill.  House  agreed  to  debate 
trade  agreements  bill.  Senate  committee  ordered  reported  general  government  mat¬ 
ters  and  independent  offices  appropriation  bill: 


HOUSE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1959.  Agreed  to  the  amendment  by  Rep. 

VJhitten  to  this  bill,  H.  R.  11767,  providing  that  hereafter  no  conservation 
reserve  contract  shall  be  entered  into  which  provides  for  (1)  payments  for 
conservation  practices  in  excess  of  the  average  rate  for  comparable  practices 
under  the  agricultural  conservation  program,  or  (2)  annual  rental  payments  in 
excess  of  20  percent  of  the  value  of  the  land  placed  under  contract,  such 
value  to  be  determined  without  regard  to  physical  improvements  thereon  or  geo¬ 
graphic  location  thereof;  and  that,  in  determining  the  value  of  the  land  for 
this  purpose,  the  county  committee  shall  take  into  consideration  the  estimate 
of  the  landowner  or  operator  as  to  the  value  of  such  land  as  well  as  his  certif¬ 
icate  as  to  the  production  history  and  productivy  of  such  land.  p.  8734 


2.  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1959.  The  Appropriation  Committee  reported\n.th- 
/out  amendment  this  bill,  H.  R.  12738  (H.  Rept.  1830).  p.  8759  \ 


3 


)N.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  12602,  to  permit  the  transfer  of  1958  farm 
acreage  allotments  for  cotton  in  the  case  of  natural  disasters,  pp.  8748-^ 
le  "Daily  Digest"  states  as  follows:  "Committee  on  Agriculture: 
committee  on  Cotton  met  in  executive  session  relative  to  cotton  legislate 
and  approved  language  which  was  recommended  to  the  full  committee  for  inclusion 
in  an  omnibus  farm  bill."  p.  D478 


4.  STATEHOOD,  passed,  203  to  166,  with  amendments,  H. 
hood  bill.  '(pp.  8731,  3734-47) 

Agreed  to  the '^following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Dawson ,\ut ah,  91  to  8,  to  limit  to  25  years,  inste;  50  years,  the 
time  within  wliich  the  State  of  Alaska  may  select  400, 00(  2s  from  lands 

within  the  natrbnal  forests  in  Alaska,  and  to  limit  the  :  of  public 

lands  to  the  State  of  Alaska  to  102  million  acres  instep  182  million 
acres,  (p.  8735)  \ 

By  Rep.  Westland  to  provide  that  the  administration  and /management  of  the  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  of  Alaska  shall  be  retained Jo\ y  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  under  existing  laws  until  the  first  day  of  the  first  calendar  year 
following  the  expiration xof  90  legislative  days  arter  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  certifies  to  the\Congress  that  the  Alaska  State  Legislature  has 

>- 


R.  7999,  the  Alaska  state- 


made  adequate  provision  foi\the  administration',  management,  and  conserva 
tion  of  these  resources  in  the  broad  national  interest,  (pp.  8733-41) 
Rejected  an  amendment  by 

Rep.  Rogers,  Tex.,  46  to  74,  as\an  amendmi 
Dawson,  Utah,  to  limit  the  grant  of  public 
21  million  acres,  (p.  8735) 

Rejected  a  motion  by  Rep.  RogerS^/Tex. 
bill  to  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  (pp.  8734-35)  A 
similar  motion  by  Rep.  Pillion  was /re jhf ted  172  ro  201.  (pp.  8745-46) 


t  to  the  amendment  by  Rep. 
lands  to  the  State  of  Alaska  to 


174  to  199,  to  recommit  the 


5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Agreed  to  a  Rules  Committee  resolution  for  debate  on  H.  R. 

12591,  to  extend  the  authority  of/the  President;  to  enter  into  trade  agreements. 
The  resolution  waives  all  pointy  of  order  against  the  bill,  provides  for  3 
hours  of  general  debate,  and  provides  that  no  amendments  to  the  bill  will  be 
in  order  except  those  offered/by  direction  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  and 
the  proposed  bill  by  Rep.  Simpson  (H.  R.  12676)  which  may  be  offered  as  an 
amendment,  pp.  8732-34  /  \ 


6.  WILDLIFE.  A  subcommittee'  of  the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee 

ordered  reported  with  amendment ,  H.  R.  10244,  to  reaf firm\£he  national  policy 
regarding  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  p.  D479 


7. 


PAY  RAISES.  The  "Dhily  Digest"  states  as  follows:  "Committee Nan  Rules:  Held 
no  hearing  as  scheduled  on  granting  of  a  rule  on  S.  734,  classified  employees 
pay  raise  bill  ./inasmuch  as  the  House  will  on  Monday,  June  2,  consider  the 
bill  under  the1  suspension  of  rules."  p.  D379 

Rep.  Sikes  spoke  in  favor  of  pay  raises  for  classified  employees\  p.  8731 


8.  ECONOMIC  CONDITIONS.  Several  Representatives  discussed  current  economih  Condi¬ 
tions,  including  references  to  farm  income  and  prices,  pp.  8751-57 


9.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  announced  the  Consent  Calendar  will  be' 
called  Mon, ,  June  2,  followed  by  consideration  of  the  classified  pay  increasV 
bill,  and  that  the  trade  agreements  bill  will  be  considered  later  in  the  week' 
8749-50 


) REIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES,  Reps.  Hays  and  Coffin,  in  Che  report  on, 
leir  Special  Study  Mission  to  Canada,  noted  that  the  Canadians  are  dist»  id 

ovVr  triangle  and  barter  transactions  under  Public  Law  480,  and  that  the;  >n- 

tend\"The  United  States  is  exporting  its  own  farm  problem."  Among  theii 
recommendations  they  urge  that  in  exporting  agricultural  commodities,  ,61  as 
wheat,  Nfor  local  currencies,  the  U.  S.  should  pay  special  attention 
interestNand  avoid  commercial  markets.  They  suggest  "The  hazards  o?  a  joint 
United  States-Canadian  wheat  marketing  corporation  should  be  explored." 

(H.  Rept.  17^6), 

■S.EMXE., 


11.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1959.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 
this  bill,  H.  R.  11767.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendments  to  the  two  Senate 
amendments  reported  in  disagreement  (see  Digest  84).  Sen.  Mundt  emphasized 
his  understanding  that  the  amendments  would  not  decrease  the  payments  made  to 
conservationists  engaged  in  action  beneficial  to  wildlife.  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  8713-16 

y<2.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Subcommittee  ordered  reported/rb  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  H.  R.  10589,  general  gWernment  matters  appropriation  bill  for  1959, 
and  H.  R.  11574,  independent  or^ices  appropriation  bill  for  1959.  p.  D476 

13.  COTTON  ALLOTMENTS.  Passed  without  ''amendment/^.  3890,  to  permit  the  transfer 

of  1958  farm  acreage  allotments  for -xotton/in  cases  of  natural  disaster.  Sens. 
Eastland,  Knowland,  and  Kuchel  discus^ed^Ae  interpretation  of  several  terms 
in  the  bill.  p.  8717 

14.  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION.  Passed  without\amendment  H.  R.  12065,  to  provide  for 

temporary  continuation  of  unemployment  benefits.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent 
to  the  President,  pp.  8660-85,  869^4-5,  870l\l3,  8724-6 


15.  FOREIGN  AID.  Began  debate  on  H./'R.  12181,  the  mil^ual  security  authorization 

bill  for  1953.  pp.  3717-24 

Sen.  Javits  inserted  a  resolution  of  the  Long  Inland,  N.  Y. ,  Federation 
of  Women’ 9  Clubs  urging  the/elimination  of  all  nones'sential  spending  in  the 
foreign  aid  program,  p.  3641 

16.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with 
amendments  S.  Res.  303^  to  authorize  a  study  of  the  U.  S.  transporation  system, 
which  was  referred  tp  the  Rules  and  Administration  Committee,  p.  8642 

17.  TAXATION.  Sen.  Carlson  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  to  S.  3718,  toN  .low  more 

rapid  depreciation  for  taxes  on  property  bought  in  1958  or  1959  s,  P»  8645 


18. 


19. 


STATEHOOD.  Sen'.  Mansfield  urged  passage  of  the  Alaskan  statehood 
House  and  invited  the  Senate  to  consider  statehood  for  Hawaii,  p 


Works 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Neuberger  stated  that  following  hearings  the  Publ 
Committee  staff  would  work  on  recommendations  made  to  improve  S.  3114, 
create/a  Columbia  River  Power  Corp. ,  and  S.  2206,  to  grant  a  higher 
industrial  users  of  power  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  He  inserted  an  article 
staving  that  upstreaB-downstream  disputes  plus  private-public  utility  conflict 
ov/r  the  preference  clause  were  preventing  agreement  on  a  self-financed  publi 
awer  corporation  for  the  Columbia  Valley,  p.  8692 


20. 


).\lUMANE  SLAUGHTER.  Sen.  Neuberger  urged  that  the  humane  slaughter  bill  be  re; 
ported  by  the  Senate  Committee,  and  inserted  an  editorial  favoring  it. 
pp.  8693-4 


21,  FLOOD^CONTROL.  Sen.  Watkins  inserted  the  statement  of  Matt  Triggs  of  thn  Farm 
Bureau\ in  opposition  to  S.  497,  the  vetoed  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  con¬ 
trol  bill,  centering  on  provisions  allowing  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  construct 
water- stoV age  facilities  without  further  action  by  Congress  and  continuing  the 
assertion  Of  Federal  dominance  over  State  water-use  laws.  pp.  8695-6 


22.  LANDS.  Sen.  Murray  inserted  the  court  opinion  on  the  compensation  for  the  Crow 
Indians  for  the\right-of-way  for  the  Yellowtail  Dam  site  and  Reservoir,  Hardin 
unit,  Missouri  Rlyer  Basin  project,  pp.  8696-8701 


23.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Sens.\chavez  and  Douglas  discussed  Sen.  Chavez'  position  as 

Chairman  of  the  Public  Works  Committee,  and  their  respective  views  on  public 
works  projects,  pp.  8637-8 


24.  HOUSING.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  171,  to  increase  the  mortgage 

authorization  of  FHA  by  $4  billion,  pp.  8717-18  /  ( 


25.  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Morse  expressed  his  disappointment/that  no  social  scientist  was 
nominated  to  the  Board  of  the  National  Science  Foundation,  p.  8727 


26.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  C0MM0DITIES.\  Sen.  Javit's  inserted  a  resolution  of  the 
faculty  of  Syracuse  University  urging  Congress  to  amend  Public  Law  480  to  per¬ 
mit  the  use  of  such  funds  to  translate  and  Require  foreign  scholarly  works, 
p.  8640 


27.  TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  Sen.  Javits  inserted 
Independent  Democrats  supporting  exte 
5  years,  p.  8640 


solution  of  the  West  Brooklyn,  N.  Y. , 
the  Trade  Agreements  Act  for 


23.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Hill  inserted  Sen.  Morse's  recent  address,  "Power  and 


ITEMS/IN  APPENDIX 


Progress,"  before  the  American/Public  Power  Ass'n  convention,  pp.  A4905-7 


d 


29.  INDUSTRIAL  USES.  Sen.  Capehart  inserted  an  article,  "Federal  Men  Speed  Search 
for  Crop  Uses,  Slow  Output/Research."  pp.  A4911-2 


30.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Rep.  Multer  inserted  testimony  presented  before  the  Senate 

Banking  and  Currency  Committee  on  proposed  amendments  to  the\Small  Business  Act 
of  1953  to  aid  in  small  business  financing,  pp.  A4914-6 

31.  TAXATION.  Extensiot/of  remarks  of  Sen.  Proxmire  commending  and  inserting  an 

editorial  criticizing  the  President's  decision  against  a  tax  cut  find  stating 
the  President  se4ms  to  be  "entranced  with  a  Hooveresque  view  of  the\economy. " 
p.  A4921 


32.  TOBACCO.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Cooley  inserting  correspondence  pointing 
up  certain  /facts  with  respect  to  tobacco' s  foreign-trade  position;  pp.  a&922-3 


33.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Hillings  inserting  a  "penetrating 
analysih  of  agriculture  in  a  free  economy  prepared  by  Claude  Hutchison,  vic< 
president  and  dean  of  agriculture  emeritus.  University  of  California,  pp. 
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The  Rules  Committee  in  its  wisdom 
has  seen  fit,  upon  the  request  of  the 
Commfrtee  on  Ways  and  Means,  as  both 
sides  agteed  this  would  be  the  only  fair 
way  to  <fl«:uss  this  situation,  to  grant 
the  rule  tnfet  is  now  before  you  which 
makes  in  oroer  the  consideration  of  the 
Mills  committee  bill,  H.  R.  12591,  waiv¬ 
ing  all  points  of\rder  thereon,  providing 
8  hours  of  generaVdebate,  and  then  also 
making  in  order  \he  offering  of  the 
Simpson  bill,  H.  R.  rSd576,  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  or  substitute  for\the  Mills  bill;  so 
an  opportunity  will  bh  given  for  the 
House  to  decide,  in  itXown  wisdom, 
whether  it  wants  to  havXthe  act  ex¬ 
tended  for  a  shorter  time  than  5  years, 
and  for  2  years  only,  and  t\  have  an 
easier  and  more  effective  mNhod  by 
which  American  industries  mavV>btain 
relief  from  unfair  foreign  compeftition. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Speaker,  wilNihe* 
gentleman  yield  further?  \ 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield.  \ 

Mr.  MASON.  The  gentleman  left  out' 
the  most  important  part  of  the  Simpson 
bill,  and  that  is  the  language  that  would 
return  to  the  Congress  the  final  say-so 
and  approval  of  the  Tariff  Commission’s 
recommendation. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  It  restores  the 
authority  of  the  Tariff  Commission,  I 
wish  to  add,  and  it  also  restores  to  the 
Congress  a  great  deal  of  the  power  and 
control  which  it  has  given  away  in  the 
past,  the  constitutionality  of  which,  I 
might  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  many  good  lawyers  question. 

As  an  example — and  I  present  it  up 
here  just  to  give  an  example  of  the  kind 
of  problem  we  face,  for  I  get  letters  both 
ways  on  this — we  had  in  my  home  county, 
of  which  Wilmington,  Ohio,  is  the  county 
seat,  a  little  town  about  4  miles  away, 
with  a  population  of  about  50,  a  black¬ 
smith,  who,  just  after  the  Civil  War, 
invented  the  first  auger  or  bit  to  bore 
holes  in  wood.  He  hammered  it  out  on 
his  anvil  and  he  went  to  the  county  seat 
of  Wilmington  and  obtained  the  in¬ 
terest  of  a  man  named  Irwin,  and  also  of 
General  Denver,  after  whom  Denver, 
Colo.,  is  named,  and  also  of  his  son 
Matt  Denver,  who  for  many  years  was  a 
distinguished  Democratic  Member  of  this 
House.  They  formed  a  little  corporation' 
and  obtained  patents,  the  first  patents 
issued  in  the  United  States  on  bits/ or 
augers  to  bore  holes.  The  Irwin  ^cfiger 
Bit  Co.  became  the  first  company  o/ plant 
in  the  world  making  these  bits/  For  a 
great  many  years  it  did  business  all  over 
the  world.  It  still  does  business  all  over 
the  world,  but  to  a  lesser  degree  than  a 
few  short  years  ago.  Thy  patents  have 
expired.  I  had  a  letter/irom  the  com¬ 
pany  just  a  day  or  twp  ago,  along  with 
two  sets  of  bits.  Yoivcan  see  them  here. 
They  are  in  these  Plastic  containers. 

This  set  of  bitywhich  I  hold  in  my 
hand  was  made/fn  West  Germany,  and 
was  purchasedAy  the  Irwin  Auger  Bit 
Co.  from  the/Montgomery  Ward  Co.  in 
Chicago  for/si.88.  They  are  speed  bits 
to  use  in  Electric  drills  to  drill  holes  in 
wood.  / 

TheiVhere  is  the  other  set.  It  is  made 
by  tlyr [rwin  Auger  Bit  Co.,  by  American 
lab otl  By  the  way,  Irwin  has  laid  off 
a/great  many  men  out  there  recently. 


It  has  been  forced  to  do  so  by  foreign 
competition  in  American  markets.  Now, 
the  people  who  invented  this,  who  pio¬ 
neered  the  use  of  these  bits  all  over  the 
world,  sell  these  for  $4.50  a  set.  As  I 
understand,  it  costs  about  $3.65  to  manu¬ 
facture  them  before  they  are  shipped  out 
to  the  distributors.  Yet,  they  bought  the 
German  set  of  bits  for  $1.88,  and  that  in¬ 
cluded  the  profit  of  Montgomery  Ward. 
Tests  show  the  German  bits  selling  for 
$1.88  are  every  bit  as  good  as  are  the  bits 
manufactured  in  my  own  district  by  the 
Irwin  Auger  Bit  Co. 

The  difference,  however,  rests  in  some 
other  things.  First  of  all,  the  Irwin 
Auger  Bit  Co.  pays  anywhere  from  $1.80 
per  hour  for  ordinary  labor,  to  as  high 
as  $3.50  or  $4  an  hour  for  skilled  labor. 
They  have  an  8-hour  day  and  a  40-hour 
week.  They  are  required  to  pay  time 
and  a  half  for  overtime,  and  do  all  the. 
other  things  required  by  our  laws.  In 
West  Germany  the  labor  cost  is  much 
cheaper,  and  the  hours  are  much  longer. 
Vhe  West  Germans  are  fine  people,  I 
nbye  no  quarrel  with  them,  but  they  find 
it  possible  to  manufacture  these  bits  with 
cheaper  labor,  and  by  working  longei/ 
hours^on  machine  tools  that,  by  the  way, 
we  havXgiven  them  under  some  of />ur 
foreign-aid  programs  and  to  ship  Xhe m 
clear  over  i^ere  and  sell  them  at  at  price 
which  will  p^-mit  Montgomery  /yard  to 
make  a  profitv  on  them  when/ they  re¬ 
tail  them  for  $\88.  As  a  result,  I  have 
good  people  in  nay  district?  workers  at 
the  Irwin  Auger  BrtCo.,  g/ood  mechanics 
who  have  labored  there'7 for  years,  and 
helped  to  develop  theWtools,  now  out  of 
work.  The  compai)y\is  operating  on 
part  time  and  on  low  production  sched¬ 
ule.  That  is  one  or  the  problems  brought 
up  by  the  legislation  whichNve  will  soon 
have  before  us/7 So  I  think  it  is  well  that 
we  have  brought  out  a  rule  tha\will  give 
to  this  House  the  opportunity  to  Consider 
a  substitute  bill  which  will  make  itNeasier 
for  concerns  like  Irwin  Auger  Bit\Co., 
or  mariy  other  concerns  that  I  coVld 
name/to  obtain  some  relief  and  some  pror 
tection  from  what  most  of  us,  I  believd\ 
yqtf  and  I  will  agree,  is  unfair  foreign 
competition. 

/  Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  MASON.  The  examples  which  the 
gentleman  has  brought  to  us  indicating  a 
doubling  of  cost  to  produce  here,  while 
the  imported  articles  are  sold  for  less 
than  half,  can  be  duplicated  hundreds  of 
times.  I  have  seen  dozens  of  such  ex¬ 
amples.  How  in  the  world  we  can  com¬ 
pete  against  that  under  our  present  sys¬ 
tem  of  reciprocal  trade  agreements  I  do 
not  know. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  very  much.  Many 
of  us  could  bring  numerous  examples 
such  as  I  have  given  from  their  own 
districts.  I  know  of  the  pottery  indus¬ 
try  in  Ohio  and  from  the  district  repre¬ 
sented  so  ably  by  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Henderson]  which  have  been 
virtually  destroyed  by  unfair  foreign 
competition.  The  plants  are  down; 
some  of  them  have  quit  almost  entirely 
and  only  a  very  few  of  them  operating 


at  all.  For  instance,  the  Crooksville  Pot- . 
tery  Co.,  which  has  been  in  operatim* 
138  years,  was  forced  out  of  business 
last  month.  / 

I  hope  this  rule  will  be  adopted.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  tUe  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  BroWn]  has 
again  expired.  / 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
true,  as  our  colleague  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  has  stated,  that 
the  pottery  industry  in  i»ne  15th  District 
of  Ohio  has  had  a  rongh  time  of  it  in 
recent  years.  One  /lottery  in  Crooks¬ 
ville  has  closed  its'  loors  for  all  time, 
after  many  years  jff  operation.  Another 
pottery  in  a  county  adjoining  my  district 
has  more  recently  closed.  A  large  and 
well-known  /ottery  in  Cambridge  has 
ser'iously  fe>c  the  effects  of  foreign  com¬ 
petition,  and  many  men  and  women  of 
Guernsey  County  have  found  themselves 
working  only  part  time  or  not  at  all. 

Bu/more  than  the  pottery  industry 
is  at  stake  here.  Glass,  ceramic  tile, 
com,  oil,  stainless-steel  flatware,  tools, 
/aid  many  others  are  being  crowded 
and  harmed  by  our  trade  policy.  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  there  is  harm,  then  we  need 
to  try  to  correct  the  situation.  It  is 
sheer  madness  to  continue  the  same 
policies  where  manifest  harm  to  certain 
industries  is  so  convincingly  present. 
Therefore,  I  believe  this  House  has  a 
duty  to  adopt  a  rule  which  will  permit 
the  Members  to  express  themselves  upon 
this  vital  issue. 

The  rule  being  considered  by  the  House 
will  permit  the  amendment  of  the  basic 
bill  by  the  substitution  of  the  Simpson 
bill.  The  Simpson  amendment  will  re¬ 
duce  the  extension  of  the  act  from  5  to  2 
years,  and  in  many  other  ways  will  pro¬ 
vide  a  marked  improvement  over  the 
Mills  bill.  I  have  introduced  H.  R.  12703, 
a  bill  similar  to  that  of  the  Simpson  bill, 
and  I  heartily  endorse  the  principles  em¬ 
bodied  in  the  Simpson  bill  as  a  substi¬ 
tute  for  the  committee  bill,  H.  R.  12591. 

The  modified  closed  rule  recommended 
by  the  Rules  Committee  will  permit  the 
introduction  of  the  substitute,  and  for 
\hat  reason  I  will  support  the  rule, 
though  I  would  prefer  an  open  rule 
under  which  additional  amendments 
wounj  be  in  order. 

MivvBOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  un¬ 
derstand  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Edmondson]  wishes  to  ask  some 
questions  apd  I  yield  to  him  for  that 
purpose.  \ 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  are  someNff  us  who  are  disturbed 
by  the  parliamentary  situation  which 
does  not  permit  the  House  to  work  its 
will  with  regard  to\this  legislation.  I 
would  like  to  ask  tnK  gentleman  from 
Missouri  in  the  first  place  if  my  under¬ 
standing  is  correct  that  t\e  only  amend¬ 
ment  specifically  providedNo  be  consid¬ 
ered  by  the  House  under  thrs  rule  is  the 
amendment  to  be  offered  by  rhe  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Xjmpson] 

•  which  may  be  otherwise  identified  as 
H.  R. 12676?  \ 

Mr.  BOLLING.  The  gentleman  fHx>m 
Oklahoma  is  correct,  except  that  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  are  also  in  order 
under  the  rule. 


Mi\  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wouldYike  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri-  if  my  understanding  is  cor¬ 
rect  that\his  rule  does  not  permit,  spe¬ 
cifically  at\least,  a  vote  of  the  House 
upon  the  s6,-called  Ikard  amendment 
which  received,  I  understand,  10  votes 
in  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means? 

Mr.  BOLLING,  The  only  amend¬ 
ments  which  will  se  in  order  under  the 
rule  are  committee  Amendments  and  the 
amendment  in  the  Yorm  of  the  bill, 
H.  R.  12676,  the  so-calted  Simpson  bill. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  if  it  is 
possible  that  the  Ikard  amendment  may 
be  offered  as  a  committee  amendment 
in  the  course  of  the  consideration  of  this 
bill? 

Mr.  BOLLING.  That  is  a  matter  be¬ 
yond  my  ability  to  answer,  because,  that 
would  be  entirely  in  the  control  or\the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

JOINT  MEETING  TO  RECEIVE  THE 

PRESIDENT  OP  THE  FEDERAL  RE¬ 
PUBLIC  OF  GERMANY 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be  in 
order  at  any  time  on  Thursday,  June  5, 
1958,  for  the  Speaker  to  declare  a  recess 
for  the  purpose  of  receiving  in  joint 
meeting  the  President  of  the  Federal  Re¬ 
public  of  Germany. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 
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ment,  insert  Provided  further.  That  here¬ 
after  no  conservation  reserve  contract  shall 
be  entered  into  which  provides  for  (1)  pay¬ 
ments  for  conservation  practices  in  excess  of 
the  average  rate  for  comparable  practices  un¬ 
der  the  agricultural  conservation  program, 
or  (2)  annual  rental  payments  in  excess  of 
20  percent  of  the  value  of  the  land  placed 
under  contract,  such  value  to  be  determined 
without  regard  to  physical  improvements 
thereon  or  geographic  location  thereof.  In 
determining  the  value  of  the  land  for  this 
purpose,  the  county  committee  shall  take 
into  consideration  the  estimate  of  the  land- 
owner  or  operator  as  to  the  value  of  such 
land  as  well  as  his  certificate  as  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  history  and  productivity  of  such 
land.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 
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COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com- 
mitte  on  Rules  may  have  until  midnight 
tomorrow  to  file  certain  privileged  re¬ 
ports. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL,  1959 

The  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(H.  R.  11767)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Whitten]. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  Its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  No.  17,  and  concur  therein  with 
an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the 
matter  stricken  and  inserted  by  said  amend- 


Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Alexander 
Alger 
Allen,  HI. 
Andrews 
Arends 
Ashmore 


Avery 

Ayres 

Bailey 

Barden 

Bates 

Baumhart 

Beamer 

Becker 

Belcher 


Bennett,  Mich. 

Betts 

Blitch 

Bolton 

Bonner 

Bosch 

Boykin 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Brown,  Ga. 


Brown,  Ohio 

Broyhill 

Budge 

Burleson 

Bush 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Cannon 

Cederberg 

Chiperfield 

Clevenger 

Cooley 

Coudert 

Cramer 

Cunningham, 


Hiestand 
Hill 
Hoeven 
Hoffman 
Holt 
Hosmer 
Huddleston 
Hyde 
Ikard 
Johansen 
Jonas 
Jones,  Ala. 
Kean 
Kilday 


Riley 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Robeson,  Va/ 
Rogers,  Fla 
Rogers,  ] 
Rogers, ' 
Ruther/6rd 
Sadlak 
St.  Ghorge 
Schenck 
Sgoerer 
rwengel 
Scrivner 


PAYMENT  TO  THE  GOVERNMENT 
OF  DENMARK 

The  SPEAKER.  The  further  unfin- 
shed  business  is  the  bill  (S.  2448)  to 
authorize  a  payment  to  the  Government 
of  Denmark. 

Thp  Clerk  wil{  report  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  BeiYley  moves  that  the  bill  be  recom¬ 
mitted  to  fee  Committee  on  Foreign  ^nairs 
for  further  itudy  and  revision. 

The  motiort\to  recommit  was /ejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  quesjrion  is  on 
the  third  reading  of  the  bill, 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  behead  a  third 
time,  and  was  readvUie  third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  \h</^ question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed, 

A  motion  to  recoqsiderVas  laid  on  the 
table. 

-f 

ADMISSION  j6 F  THE  STATE  OF 
ALASKA  INTO  THE  UN^N 

The  SPEAKER.  The  further  'unfin¬ 
ished  business  is  the  consideration  df  the 
bill  (H.  JR,.  7999)  to  provide  for  the  ’ad- 
missiop  of  the  State  of  Alaska  into  the 
Uniori,  on  which  a  motion  to  recommi) 
is  pending. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion  to 
^commit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas  moves  to  recommit  the 
bill  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  that  I  respectfully  demand 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  174,  nays  199,  answered 
“present”  4,  not  voting  52,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  78] 

YEAS— 174 


Nebr. 

Kilgore  / 

'  Scudder 

Dague 

Kitchin  / 

Selden 

Davis,  Ga. 

Laird  / 

Sikes 

Delaney 

Landrum  / 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Derounian 

Latham  / 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Devereux 

LeComr/e 

Smith,  Miss. 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

McCuUMch 

Smith,  Va. 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

McGyegor 

Springer 

Dowdy 

Mcjfitire 

Stauffer 

Durham 

MjZMillan 

Taber 

Elliott 

McVey 

Talle 

Everett 

^Alahon 

Taylor 

Fenton  / 

Martin 

Teague,  Calif. 

£ln°  / 

Mason 

Teague,  Tex. 

Tuisher  / 

Matthews 

Thomas 

Flynt  / 

Miller,  Md. 

Thornberry 

Forrester- 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Tuck 

Fountain. 

Mills 

Utt 

Frazis/ 

Mitchell 

Van  Pelt 

Gary/ 

Moore 

Vursell 

Ga  things 

Mumma 

Walter 

G/Vin 

Murray 

Wharton 

JSeorge 

Nicholson 

Whitener 

/Grant 

O’NeUl 

Whitten 

’  Gwinn 

Ostertag 

Wigglesworth 

Haley 

Patman 

Williams,  Miss. 

Halleck 

Patterson 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Hardy 

Philbin 

Willis 

Harris 

Pilcher 

Wilson,  Ind, 

Harrison,  Va. 

Pillion 

Winstead 

Harvey 

Poage 

Withrow 

Hays,  Ark. 

Poff 

Wolverton 

Hemphill 

Preston 

Young 

Henderson 

Rains 

Younger 

Herlong 

Ray 

Hess 

Reed 

* 

NAYS— 199 

Addonizio 

Dent 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Albert 

Denton 

Keogh 

Allen,  Calif. 

Dingell 

King 

Anderson, 

Dixon 

Kirwan 

Mont. 

Dollinger 

Kluczynski 

Anfuso 

Donohue 

Knutson 

Ashley 

Dooley 

Krueger 

Aspinall 

Dwyer 

Lafore 

Baker 

Eberharter 

Lane 

Baldwin 

Edmondson 

Lankford 

Baring 

Evins 

Lesinski 

Barrett 

Fallon 

Libonati 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Farbstein 

Lipscomb 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Fascell 

McCormack 

Beckworth 
Bennett,  Fla. 
Berry 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
oland 
oiling 
Bft 

BoJ^e 
Bray 
Breed 
Broomfield 
Brown,  Sfo. 
BrownsonS, 
Byrd 

Byrne,  Ill. 
Byrne.  Fa. 
Canfield 
Carrigg 
Celler 

Chamberlain 
Chenoweth 
Christopher 
Church 
Clark 
Coad 
Coffin 
Collier 
Corbett 
Cretella 
Cunningham, 
Iowa 
Curtin 
Curtis,  Mo. 
Davis,  Tenn. 
Dawson,  Ill. 
Dawson,  Utah 
Dellay 
Dennison 


Feighan 

Flood 

Fogarty 

Ford 

Frelinghuysen 

Friedel 

Fulton 

Garmatz 

Glenn 

Gordon 

Granahan 

Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 
Green,  Pa. 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
Hagen 
Tale 
irden 

rison,  Nebr. 
Haskell 
Haysw  Ohio 
Healey 
Hcseltd 
Holifielc 
Holland 
Holmes 
Holtzman 
Horan 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Jensen 
Johnson 
Jones,  Mo. 
Judd 
Karsten 
Kearns 
Keating 
Kee 


McDonough 

McFall 

McGovern 

McIntosh 

Macdonald 

Machrowicz 

Mack,  Ill. 

Mack,  Wash. 

Madden 

Magnuson 

Mailliard 

May 

Meader 

Merrow 

Metcalf 

Michel 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Minshall 

Montoya 

Morano 

Morgan 

Moss 

Moulder 

Multer 

Natcher 

Nimtz  . 

Norblad ' 

Norrell 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

O'Brien,  N.  Y. 

'Hara,  Ill. 
lonski 
era 

Pasfeian 
PellyN 
PerkinH 
Pfost 
Polk 
Porter 
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cd^es  families  will  be  forced  to  actually  go 
hungry  because  they  have  no  work  and  no 
mor^unemploymeixt  pay. 

Unless  halted,  this  human  suffering  will 
have  a  Vrrible  effect  on  our  national  morale, 
our  econVny,  and  our  entire  system  of  free 
enterpriser 

Today  tUW  world  is  divided  into  rival 
camps,  the  fr^e  world  nations  and  the  Com¬ 
munist  camp.  \What  we  do,  how  we  conduct 
ourselves,  how  we  deal  with  our  own  people 
is  under  close  scrutiny.  We  have  the  task 
of  demonstrating  lAiJie  world  the  superiority 
of  democracy  over  pdhce  states — we  have  the 
duty  of  providing  adequately  for  our  own 
citizens.  We  have  the  ^obligation  of  extend¬ 
ing  the  benefits  of  the  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  system  so  that\every  idle  worker 
will  be  provided  for,  an\  at  a  realistic 
schedule  of  payments  to  me^t  today’s  high 
costs  of  living. 

Let  us  keep  faith  with  the  Jdbless — let  us 
extend  the  long  hand  of  help  to  chose  out  of 
work — let  us  help  ourselves  by  putting  these 
millions  of  dollars  in  purchasing  power  into 
the  homes  where  privation  dwellsAiet  us 
give  hope  to  the  idle  and  make  America 
economically  strong  once  more.  Above\  all, 
let  us  get  these  people  back  to  work — bpt 
meanwhile  we  must  give  them  help. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  suggest  the  absence' 
of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair) .  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  having  been  read  the  th/d 
time  the  question  now  is  Shall  it  pass? 

On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered ;  and  the  clerj/  will . 
call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  /ill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senators  from  New  Mexic</[Mr.  An¬ 
derson  and  Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church], -the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fui/right],  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  McNamaraI,  the, Senator  from  Ok¬ 
lahoma  tMr.  M0NR9NEY],  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr  'Murray],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney], 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yar¬ 
borough]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez/  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Churc/],  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  McNamara],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma^  [Mr.  Monroney],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mah/ney],  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas/  [Mr.  Yarborough]  would  each 
vote  /yea.” 

this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Gore]  is  paired  with  the 
lator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum- 
rey]  ,  If  present  and  voting  the  Sen- 
itor  from  Tennessee  would  vote  “nay” 
and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
would  vote  “yea.” 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jenner] 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  ytMr. 
HruskaI  and  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Thye]  are  absent  on/ufficial 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Malone]  is  absent  because  of /illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  t/e  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mi*.  Hr  us/a]  and  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  [jar.  Malone] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  annoyhced — yeas  80, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

yeas— do 


Aiken 
Allott 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Carroll 
Case,  N.  J. 
lase,  S.  Dal) 
lark 
Copper 
Cotton 
CurtV 
Dirkse 
Dougli 
Dwoyfehal^ 
Easwana 
Ell/nder 
fin 
landers 


Anderson 

Chavez 

Church 

Fulbrlght 

Gore 

Hruska 


Frear 
Goldwat/r 
Green 
Haydei 
Hennmgs 
Hick/nlooper 
Hill 

HoKlitzeU 
Hell  land 
res 

Jackson 
/Javlts 

Johnson,  Tex. 
Johnston,  S.  C. 
Jordan 
Kefauver 
Kennedy 
Kerr 

Knowland 
Kuchel 
Langer 
Lausche 
Long 

Magnuson 
Mansfield 
Martin,  Iowa 
Martin,  Pa. 

JT  VOTING — 16 


Morse 

Morton 

Mundt 

Neuberger 

Pas  tore 

Payne 

Potter 

Proxmire 

Purtell 

Revercomb 

Robertson 

Russell 

Saltonstall 

Schoeppel 

Smathers 

Smith,  Maine 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Sparkman 

Stennls 

Symington 

Talmadge 

Thurmond 

Watkins 

Wiley 

Williams 

Young 


jmphrey 
Jenner 
Malone 
McClellan 
McNamara 
Monrona 


Murray 

O'Mahoney 

Thye 

Yarborough 


So  the  bill  (H.  R.  f^065)  was  passed. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

APPROPRIATIONS,  1959— CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  GREEN  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  privileged  matter? 

Mr.  GREEN.  I  yield  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  11767)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1959,  and  for  other  purposes.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House 
proceedings  of  May  26,  1958,  p.  8482, 
Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
the  adoption  of  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
conference  report,  I  desire  to  develop  a 


little  legislative  history,  for  the  guidance 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  ad¬ 
ministering  the  act.  For  that  purpose, 
I  ask  the  Senator  from  Georgia  to  be 
good  enough  to  yield  to  me. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  have  the 
floor,  but,  if  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  is  willing,  I  shall  be  glad  to.  I 
have  the  floor  only  by  sufferance. 

Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
had  a  half  dozen  Senators  ask  me  to 
yield.  Can  the  Senator  give  me  an  idea 
how  long  he  will  take? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  guarantee  I  shall  take 
not  longer  than  2  minutes.  I  simply 
want  to  establish  a  record  in  conjunction 
with  the  approval  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  dealing  with  amendment  num¬ 
bered  17. 

In  the  discussion  of  the  conferees,  it 
was  the  thoroughgoing  understanding 
on  the  part  of  the  conferees  that  by  the 
action  they  were  taking  nothing  was 
being  done  to  decrease  in  any  way  the 
payments  which  are  made  available  to 
conservationists  engaged  in  action  bene¬ 
ficial  to  wildlife. 

I  call  attention  to  page  8631  of.  the 
Congressional  Record,  and  the  fact 
that  it  is  also  made  a  matter  of  legisla¬ 
tive  history  in  the  House.  Represent¬ 
ative  Reuss,  of  Wisconsin,  had  inserted 
in  the  Record  an  exchange  of  letters 
between  himself  and  Representative 
Whitten,  of  Mississippi,  which  are  self- 
explanatory. 

The  last  paragraph  of  the  letter  of 
Representative  Whitten  reads: 

Now  as  to  practices  for  conservation  of 
wildlife,  I  know  of  no  comparable  practices 
In  the  agricultural  conservation  program: 
however,  should  there  be,  I  believe  there 
should  be  a  comparable  rate  of  payment.  I 
believe  this  to  be  the  Intent  of  the  con¬ 
ferees. 

I  would  appreciate  having  from  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  conferees  con¬ 
currence  in  the  feelings  I  have  expressed. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  would  not  want  to 
undertake  to  say  what  was  in  the  mind 
of  every  member  of  the  conference,  but 
the  language  of  the  amendment  speaks 
for  itself.  It  provides  that  no  payment 
shall  be  made  greater  than  for  compar¬ 
able  practices  under  the  agricultural 
conservation  program. 

So  far  as  I  am  advised,  there  is  no  au¬ 
thority  in  the  act  under  which  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  is  admin¬ 
istered  to  engage  in  any  fish  or  wildlife 
conservation  practice,  so  I  do  not  see 
how  there  could  be  any  conflict. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  So  there  could  not  be 
any  comparable  practice.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  think  there 
could  be,  when  no  reference  to  fish  and 
wildlife  is  mentioned  in  the  ACP  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
With  that  understanding,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the  conference  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  announcing 
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its  action  on  certain  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  House  bill  11767,  which  was 
read  as  follows : 

In  the  House  of  Representatives,  U.  S., 

May  27,  1958. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  agree  to  the 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
teh  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.  R.  11767)  entitled  "An  act  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and 
for  other  purposes,”  and  concur  therein; 
and 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  8,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  pro¬ 
posed  by  said  amendment,  insert  “Provided 
further,  That  no  change  shall  be  made  in 
such  1959  program  which  will  have  the  ef¬ 
fect,  in  any  county,  of  restricting  eligibility 
requirements  or  cost-sharing  on  practices 
included  in  either  the  1957  or  the  1958  pro¬ 
grams,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been 
recommended  by  the  county  committee  and 
approved  by  the  State  committee.” 

In  the  House  of  Representatives,  TJ.  S., 

May  28,  1958. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  17  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  11767) 
entitled  “An  act  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses”,  and  concur  therein,  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter 
stricken  and  inserted  by  said  amendment, 
insert  “:  Provided  further.  That  hereafter  no 
conservation  reserve  contract  shall  be  en¬ 
tered  into  which  provides  for  (1)  payments 
for  conservation  practices  in  excess  of  the 


average  rate  for  comparable  practices  under 
the  agricultural  conservation  program,  or 
(2)  annual  rental  payments  in  excess  of  20 
percent  of  the  value  of  the  land  placed 
under  contract,  such  value  to  be  determined 
without  regard  to  physical  improvements 
thereon  or  geographic  location  thereof.  In 
determining  the  value  of  the  land  for  this 
purpose,  the  county  committee  shall  take 
into  consideration  the  estimate  of  the  land- 
owner  or  operator  as  to  the  value  of  such 
land  as  well  as  his  certificate  as  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  history  and  productivity  of  such 
land." 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  8  and  17. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  and  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  very  brief  state¬ 
ment  on  the  conference  report  on  H.  R. 
11767. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

I  shall  make  a  very  brief  statement  with 
respect  to  a  few  items  in  the  conference 
report. 

The  budget  estimates  considered  amounted 
to  $3,320,888,539,  the  House  recommended 
$3,216,988,539,  and  the  Senate  recommended 
$3,207,973,039.  The  bill  as  agreed  to  by  the 
conference  appropriates  a  total  of  $3,191,- 
875,539,  which  is  $129,013,000  below  the 
budget  estimates.  This  reduction  below  the 
estimates  was  made  possible  by  a  reduction 
in  the  requirements  for  the  conservation-re¬ 


serve  phase  of  the  Soil  Bank  than  was  orig¬ 
inally  requested. 

In  conference  with  the  House,  the  Senate 
was  able  to  retain  the  increase  for  payments 
to  State  experiment  stations  of  $1,200,000 
over  the  1958  level  and  the  budget  request, 
thereby  making  a  total  for  1959  of  $31,553,- 
708.  Also,  the  Senate  increase  of  $3  million 
over  the  estimate  for  payments  to  States  for 
cooperative  extension  work  was  also  retained, 
thereby  providing  $53,715,000  for  this  item. 

In  conference  we  were  compelled  to  make 
a  concession  of  $15  million  in  the  $25  mil¬ 
lion  increase  over  the  House  amount  for  the 
school-lunch  program  and  restored  the  House 
language  authorizing  not  to  exceed  $35  mil¬ 
lion  of  section  32  funds  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act.  The  conference 
allowance  thus  provides  a  direct  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $110  million  and  authorizes  $35  mil¬ 
lion  of  section  32  funds,  making  a  total 
increase  over  1958  of  $45  million  in  direct 
appropriation  and  in  the  use  of  section  32 
funds. 

I  believe  that  the  net  result  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  is  to  assure  a  workable  bill 
and  to  provide  the  Department  with  suffi¬ 
cient  funds  to  carry  on  its  activities  during 
fiscal  1959. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  body  of  the  Record  a 
table  on  the  agricultural  appropriation 
bill  showing  a  comparison  between  ap¬ 
propriations  and  authorizations  for  1958, 
estimates  for  1959,  and  the  amounts  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  House  and  Senate,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  conference  allowances. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  and  authorizations  for  1958,  and  estimates  and  amounts  recommended  in  bill  for  1959,  with 

.  conference  allowances 


REGULAR  ACTIVITIES  (TITLE  I) 


Agency  and  item 

Appropria¬ 
tions,  1958 

Estimates 

1959 

Recommended 
in  House  bill 
for  1959 

Amount 
recommended 
in  Senate  hill 

Conference 

allowance, 

1959 

Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Research _  _ _ _ _ 

1  $57, 794,  890 
30,  082,  000 
16,  826,  000 

$60, 744, 890 
42, 132,  000 
17,  326, 000 

$58, 444, 890 
41,  732,  000 

3  24, 326,  000 

$59, 362, 390 
»  47, 132, 000 
17, 326, 000 

$59,044,890 
47, 132, 000 
17, 326,  000 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control _ _ 

Meat  inspection _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  salaries  and  expenses.  _ 

104,  702,  890 

120,  202,  890 

124, 502,  890 

123, 820, 390 

123,  502, 890 

State  experiment  stations: 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico _ 

Penalty  mail _ 

30, 353, 708 
260, 000 

30, 353, 708 
250, 000 

30, 353, 708 
250, 000 

31, 553, 708 
250,000 

31,  553,  708 
250,000 

Total,  State  experiment  stations _ 

30, 603, 708 

30, 603, 708 

30, 603, 708 

31,803,708 

31,  803, 708 

Total,  Agricultural  Research  Service _ 

135, 306,  598 

150,  806,  598 

155, 106,  598 

155,  624,  098 

Extension  Service: 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico. _ _ 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents _ _ _ _ _ 

Penalty  mail _  _ _ _ _ 

50,  715, 000 

5,  260, 000 
2, 164,  000 
2,096,540 

50,  715, 000 
5, 479, 375 
1,  868, 480 
2, 096,  540 

50, 715, 000 
5,  479, 375 
1,  868,  480 
2, 096,  540 

63, 715, 000 
5,  479,  375 

1,  868,  480 

2,  096, 540 

53,  715, 000 

5,  479,  375 

1,  868,  480 
2,096,540 

Federal  Extension  Service . . . . . 

Total,  Extension  Service _ _ 

60,  235,  540 
578, 000 

72,  545,  000 
25,  500,  000 
13,  220, 000 
350, 000 
10, 000, 000 

60, 159, 395 
578,  000 

72,  280, 000 
*  24,  000,  000 
‘  18, 000, 000 
335, 000 
10, 000, 000 

60, 159, 395 
578, 000 

74,  780, 000 
25,-500, 000 
18, 000, 000 
335,000 
10, 000, 000 

63, 159, 395 
578, 000 

74,  780, 000 
25,500,000 
18,000,000 
335, 000 
10, 000, 000 

63, 159,  395 
578, 000 

74,  780, 000 
25,  500,  000 
18,000,000 
335.000 
10,  000, 000 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service _  _ _ _ 

Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Conservation  operations _  .  ... 

Watershed  protection _  . 

Flood  prevention _  _  ... 

Water  conservation  and  utilization  projects...... _ _ 

Great  Plains  conservation  program 

Total,  Soil  Conservation  Service _ 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service: 

Agricultural  conservation  program _ _ _ 

Emergency  conservation  measures _ 

121,  615, 000 

124,  615, 000 

128,  615, 000 

128,  615, 000 

128, 615,  ()00 

212,000,000 
20,  000,  000 

235, 000, 000 

235, 000, 000 

235, 000,  000 

235, 000,  000 

Total,  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service . . . . . 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service: 

Marketing  research  and  service: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates _ _ _ _ _ 

Marketing  services _ _ _ 

232,  000,  000 

235,  000,  000 

235, 000, 000 

235, 000,  000 

235,  000,  000 

14, 116, 700 
15,  574, 900 

14. 095, 000 
21, 197,  000 

14, 095, 000 
*  14,  097,  000 

14,  287,  000 
*  21,  272,  000 

14, 195,  000 
20,  659,  000 

Total,  marketing  research  and  service . . . . . . 

29,  691,  600 

35,  292,  000 

28, 192,  000 

35,  559, 000 

34, 854, 000 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  and  authorizations  for  1958,  and  estimates  and  amounts  recommended  in  hill  for  1959,  with 

conference  allowances — Continued 


REGULAR  ACTIVITIES  (TITLE  I)— Continued 


Agency  and  item 

Appropria¬ 
tions,  1958 

Estimates 

1959 

Recommended 
in  House  bill 
for  1959 

Amount 
recommended 
in  Senate  bill 

Conference 

allowance, 

1959 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service — Continued 

Payments  to  States,  Territories,  and  possessions . . . . . 

School  lunch  program . . . . . . . 

$1, 160,000 
100,  000, 000 

$1,160,000 

100,000,000 

$1,160,000 
•  100, 000, 000 

$1,160,000 
*  125, 000, 000 

$1,160,000 
'  110,000,000 

Total,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service . 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service. _  . . . 

130,861,000 

136,  452, 000 

129. 352, 000 

161,719,000 

14<>,  014,  000 

4, 002, 300 
832, 000 

4,002,300 

832,000 

4,002,300 

832,000 

4, 002, 300 
832, 000 

4, 002, 300 
832, 000 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority.. . 

Soil  Bank  programs: 

Conservation  reserve . . . 

162,940,000 
«  600,000,000 

350, 000,000 
330,000,000 

250,000,000 

330,000,000 

200, 000,000 
330, 000,  000 

200, 000, 000 
330, 000, 000 

Acreage  reserve . . .  . 

Total,  Soil  Bank  programs . . . 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service: 

Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas . 

Sugar  Act  program  . . . . 

7  762, 940,000 

680,000,000 

580, 000, 000 

530, 000, 000 

530, 000, 000 

40,  715,000 
67, 662, 500 

39,715,000 

76,000,000 

39,715,000 
71,000,  000 

39,  715,000 
76, 000, 000 

39,715,000 
76, 000, 000 

Total,  Commodity  Stabilization  Service . . . . . . 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation:  Operating  and  administrative  expenses _ 

Rural  Electrification  Administration:  Salaries  and  expenses . .  .  . 

Fanners’  Home  Administration:  Salaries  and  expenses . ^ . 

Office  of  General  Counsel . . . . . . .  .  . 

108, 377,  500 

115,715,000 

110,  715,000 

*115,  715,000 

115,715.000 

6, 376, 700 
9,  030, 950 
29, 089,  500 
2,  943,  000 
2, 660,060 

1,  367,  500 
772, 000 

0, 376,  700 
9, 019, 000 
29, 089,  500 
3,043,000 
2,  660,  660 

1, 367,  5 00 
772,000 

6,  370,  700 
9,  019, 000 
29, 0S9,  500 
2,  943, 000 
'  2, 668.  895 
•  1, 359,  265 
772,000 

6, 376,  700 
9, 019, 000 
29, 089,  500 
3, 043, 000 
2,  668,  895 

1, 359,  265 
772,000 

6, 376,  700 
9,019,000 
29, 089,  .500 

2. 068, 000 

2.  608,  895 

1, 359,  265 
772, 000 

Office  of  Secretary . . . . . . . . 

Office  of  Information . . .  _ 

Library . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Total,  regular  activities . . 

1,  608,  978,  848 

1, 560, 488, 653 

1,  456,  588,  653 

1,  447,  673, 163 

1,  431,475,053 

CORPORATIONS  (TITLE  II) 


Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund . . . . . . . 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Restoration  of  capital  impairment-- . . . . . 

($2, 000, 000) 

1, 239, 788,  671 
(35,  398.  000) 

($2, 000, 000) 

1,  760, 399.  886 
(36, 100,  000) 

($2, 000, 000) 

1,  760, 399.  886 
(35. 398, 000) 

($2, 000, 000) 

1, 760, 399, 886 
(36,  398,  000) 

($2, 000, 000) 

1,  760, 399, 886 
(35,  398, 000) 

Administrative  expense  limitation . . . 

Total  Corporations _ . _ _ _ _ _ ....t. _ .......... _ 

1, 239,  788,  671 

1, 760, 399, 886 

1, 760, 399, 880 

1,  760, 399, 886 

1,  760, 399, 886 

SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 


Reimbursements  to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

$18, 581,  660 
80, 449 
824,  414, 129 

(') 

(*) 

(') 

843, 076, 238 

(') 

RELATED  AGENCIES  (TITLE  III) 


Farm  Credit  Administration . . . . . 

Federal  Intermediate  credit  banks _ 

Total,  related  agencies . . . 

Total,  titles  I  through  III . . . . . 

Add:  Amounts  contained  in  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1U58. 

Total,  Including  supplemental  items . 


($2, 200,  000) 
(3,  376,  000) 

($2, 125, 000) 
(1,  693, 000) 

($2,125, 000) 
(1,693, 000) 

($2, 125, 000) 
(1,  693, 000) 

($2, 125,  000) 
(1,693,000) 

(5,  575, 000) 

(3,  818, 000) 

(3, 818,  000) 

(3, 818, 000) 

(3,818,000) 

3,  691,  843,  757 
2, 235, 388, 118 

3, 320, 888, 539 

3, 216, 988,  539 

3,  207, 973, 039 

6,  927,  231,  875 

3, 320, 888, 639 

3, 216,  988,  539 

3, 207, 973, 039 

3, 191, 875,  539 

1  In  addition,  $6,250  included  in  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  195.8, 
for  pear  decline  research. 

1  Includes  $20,000,000  direct  appropriation  for  eradication  of  brucellosis  previously 
financed  from  CCC  funds. 

1  Funds  for  mandatory  poultry  inspection  under  Public  Law  85-172  transferred  to 
appropriation  for  "meat  Inspection”  by  the  House  but  restored  to  “marketing  serv¬ 
ices”  in  the  Senate  bill. 

•  Amended  by  H.  Doc.  851,  dated  Mar.  12,  1958. 

*  Language  in  House  hill  transfers  $55,000,000  to  this  appropriation  from  see.  32 
funds  for  purchase  and  distribution  of  additional  agricultural  commodities  for  school 
lunch  use;  Senate  struck  House  proviso  and  increased  appropriation  $25  million; 


and  conference  allowed  appropriation  of  $115,000,000  and  $35,000,000  transfer  from 
sec.  32. 

•  $250,000  additional  included  in  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1958. 

7  In  addition,  reimbursement  to  CCC  for  costs  incurred  for  Soil  Bank  programs 
through  June  30,  1957.  in  amount  of  $489,500,000  contained  in  Second  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act,  1958. 

*  The  sum  of  $8,235  transferred  from  Office  of  Information  to  Office  of  Secretary  to 
permit  preparation  and  distribution  of  speeches  by  the  Secretary,  Under  Secretary, 
and  Assistant  Secretaries  in  the  Secretary’s  immediate  office. 

»  No  estimates  included  in  budget  for  1959.  Amounts  for  these  items  totaling 
$1,745,631,808  are  contained  in  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1958. 


Loan  authorizations 


Agency  and  item 

Authoriza¬ 
tions,  1958 

Estimates, 

1959 

Recommended 
In  Home  bill 
for  1959 

Amount 
recommended 
In  Senate  bill 

Conference 

allowance, 

1959 

Rural  Electrification  Administration: 

$179, 000, 000 

$150,000,000 

1  $300, 000, 000 

>$317,000,000 

>  $317,000,000 

60, 000, 000 

66, 000, 000 

I  60,  000, 000 

>  67, 500, 000 

•  67,  500.  OOO 

Total,  Rural  Electrification  Administration . . . 

239, 000, 000 

206,000,000 

360,000,000 

384,  500, 000 

384,  500, 000 

Farmers’  Home  Administration: 

24, 000, 000 

.. 

24,  000,  000 

24, 000, 000 

24,  000, 000 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Loan  authorisations — Continued 


Agency  and  Item 

Authoriza¬ 
tions,  1958 

Estimates 

1959 

Recommended 
in  House  bill 
for  1959 

Amount 
recommended 
in  Senate  bill 

Conference 

allowance, 

1959 

Farmers1  Home  Administration— Continued 

$180, 000, 000 
5,  500,  000 

(2)  - 
(3) 

2  $180. 000,  000 
5, 500, 000 

2  $180, 000, 000 
5,  500,  000 

$180, 000, 000 
5,  500, 000 

209,500,000, 

175, 000, 000 

,  209,  500, 000 

2  209, 500, 000 

3  209,  500,  000 

448,  500,  000 

381, 000, 000 

569,  500, 000 

594,  000, 000 

1  In  addition,  contingency  funds  of  $25,000,000  for  each  program  authorized. 

2  Budget  proposed  to  appropriate  lump-sum  amount  to  be  used  for  all  categories 
of  loans  at  discretion  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Permanent  authorizations 


a  In  addition,  contingency  fund  of  $20,000,000  authorized;  as  amended  by  Senate’ 
use  is  not  restricted  to  farm  operating  loans. 


Agency  and  item 

Authorizations, 

1958 

Estimates,  1959 

Increase  or 
decrease 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service: 

$220,  878, 1J>8 
662, 000 

$232,  .500, 000 
679,  600 

+$11,621,  842 
-  ^  +17,  600 

Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  fund _ _ _ _ _ 

221,  540, 158 
29,  671,  679 

233, 179,  COO 
30, 000,  000 

+11,  639,  442 
+328,  321 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service:  National  Wool  Act _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  permanent  appropriations _ _ _ 

251,  211,  837 

263, 179, 600 

+11,  967,  703 

\ 


AMENDMENT  OF  NATIONAL 
HOUSING  ACT 


!Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  President - 

Mr'.\SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GREEN.  I  yield  for  a  conference 
report. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  No.  It  is  a  brief 
joint  resolution. 

Mr.  President,  I  inpve  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  calendar 
1645,  Senate  Joint  Resolution  171. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFldEjlt.  The  res¬ 
olution  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  joint  Jte^olution 
(S.  J.  Res.  171)  to  amend  sectionm7  of 
the  National  Housing  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Alabama. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  joint 
resolution. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
may  say  the  joint  resolution  would  give 
the  FHA  additional  insurance  authority 
of  $4  billion.  The  present  insurance 
limit  is  $25,800,000,000.  It  has  reached 
approximately  that  level.  The  FHA 
needs  additional  insurance  authoriza¬ 
tion.  The  joint  resolution  would  author¬ 
ize  $4  billion  additional. 

I  have  read  the  remarks  made  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Capehart]  who  is  a  cosponsor  of 
the  joint  resolution  with  me.  No  politics 
has  been  involved.  There  has  been 
delay  in  connection  with  the  joint  r&fb- 
lution.  When  the  suggestion  was^fhade 
yesterday  as  to  the  possibility  pfTaking 
up  the  joint  resolution,  I  sent/word  that 
I  was  engaged  in  committee.  So  was 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright]  and  so  was ^ the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart],  So  I  spoke  to 
the  majority  leader.  He  assured  me  it 
would  be  taken'  up  at  the  conclusion  of 
action  on  tlje  'unemployment  compensa¬ 
tion  bill.  / 

I  am,  glad  to  have  the  opportunity  to 
bring  the  joint  resolution  before  the  Sen- 
ajgf  I  hope  it  will  be  speedily  approved. 


Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  has  the  floor. 
Does  he  yield,  and,  if  so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  May  I  ask  the  Chair 
how  it  is  possible  to  have  a  piece  of  busi¬ 
ness  considered  on  the  floor  and  have 
a  Senator  control  the  floor  without  an 
opportunity  being  given  to  Senators  to 
speak  to  the  business? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in 
response  to  the  parliamentary  inquiry 
raised,  if  it  is  one,  I  may  state  that  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  has  the  floor. 
He  has  been  good  enough  to  yield,  in 
rder  that  necessary  proposed  legislation^ 
miry  be  passed,  before  he  delivers 
ownspeech  on  mutual  security. 

The  RESIDING  OFFICER/'  The 
Chair  hadvunderstood  that  the^  Senator 
from  Rhode  f^land  had  yielded  for  that 
purpose.  The'-Chair  will  inquire  of  the 
Senator  from  RKb^e  Ispafld  if  he  objects 
to  this  procedure. 

Mr.  GREEN.  Ttff.NPresident,  I  am 
sorry  this  question  hasNreen  raised.  I 
was  afraid  the  question  woifld  be  raised. 

I  think  5  or  6  different  Senators  have 
asked  mpTo  yield.  Each  one  is^a  good 
friend  of  mine,  and  each  one  iK.very 
persuasive.  I  am  in  an  awkward  pte- 
Sament.  The  Senator  from  Alabai 
[Mr.  Sparkman]  stated  he  would  take" 
only  2  minutes. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  took  less.  -- 

Mr.  GREEN.  The  Senator  is  not 
through  yet. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Yes.;  I  am. 

Mr.  PURTELL.  The  joint  resolution 
has  not  been  passed. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  May  we  have  a  vote 
on  the  motion  of  the  able  Senator  from  ' 
Alabama? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  joint  resolution. 


Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President- 


Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  understand  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  wishes  to  make> 
an  insertion  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  do.  I  have  a  s^Kte- 
ment  which  I  have  prepared  anjiT  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  ^•'printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  object jtSh,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  j?e  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

^  Statement  b^'Senator  Allott 

It  seems  to  that  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  -has  been  put  into  an  abso¬ 
lutely  ridiculous  position  in  the  last  24 
hours.  W6-  are  debating  and  deciding  upon 
ways  in.  Which  we  can  help  our  unemployed — 
ways  in  which  we  can  give  them  money 
fop'  sustenance  for  themselves  and  their 
milies  until  such  time  as  they  can  find 
jobs.  On  the  other  hand,  we  are  refused  an 
opportunity  to  take  an  action  which  ob¬ 
viously  can  help  create  jobs  for  the  .very 
same  people. 

It  was  only  2  months  ago  that  we  took 
1  such  action.  We  passed  an  emergency  /' 
housing  bill  to  stimulate  building  con-  y 
struction.  The  legislation  has  helped  to 
stimulate  that  building.  We  have  reached 
the  point  thatr  now  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration  has  exhausted  its  authority 
to  Insure  mortgages  on  further  construc¬ 
tion.  On  Tuesday,  the  FHA  was  forced  to 
telegraph  its  State  directors  to  discontinue 
insurance  of  FHA  mortgages.  This  means 
that  many  people  are  not  going  to  be  able 
to  carry  out  their  present  plans  to- build 
houses  under  FHA  mortgages.  In  just  a  few 
short  hours,  this  has  created  new  chaos  in 
he  construction  trades,  the  real  estate  busi- 
r?e§s,  and  many  of  our  lending  institutions, 
as  wNl  as  building-supply  houses  and  will 
soon  h^ve  its  effect  on  lumber  and  similar 
industries.  It  means  purely  and  simply  that 
instead  orsputting  unemployment,  we  are 
again  going 'ts^  create  unemployment. 

As  housing  burned  in  recent  weeks,  *the 
administration  foresaw  the  fact  that  FHA 
would  be  exhaustingsits  current  insurance 
authorization.  On  May  ,12  a  resolution  was 
introduced  by  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman)  and  the  §«mator  from  In¬ 
diana  (Mr.  Capehart)  to  extend  that  au¬ 
thorization  by  $4  billion.  On  Xay  20  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency  unan¬ 
imously  and  favorably  reported ''Senate 
Joint  Resolution  171.  It  has  been  bfe(pre 
the  Senate  ever  since,  and  yet  we  have 
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AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 


Re  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Howe  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  Ainerica  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  following 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959, 
namely : 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 


Agricultural  Research  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXI’ENSES 


For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research  relating 
to  product  ion  and  utilization,  to  cont  rol  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant 
ana  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quarantine 
and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided ,  That  not  to 
exceed  $75,000  of  the  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  bv  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  :  Provided  further ,  That 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two,  of 
which  one  shall  be  for  replacement  only :  Provided  further ,  That 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair 
of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the 
cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses  connecting 
greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be 
constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the 
cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  $3,750  or  4  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever 
)  is  greater : 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  production  and 
utilization  of  agricultural  products,  and  related  research  and  services, 
including  administration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experi¬ 
ment  stations;  $59,044,890:  Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained 
herein  shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry 
out  the  Act  of  April  24, 1948  (21  U.  S.  C.  113a) ; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  operations  and 
measures  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  dis¬ 
eases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine  and  regu¬ 
latory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law ;  $47,132,000,  of  which  $1,000,000 
shall*  be  apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant 
diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency  conditions; 

Meat  inspection :  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws  relating 
to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food  products,  and  the 
applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to  process  or  renovated 
butter;  $17,326,000. 


Department  of 
Agrioulture  and 
Farm  Credit  Ad¬ 
ministration 
Appropriation 
Aot,  1959. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 
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69  Stat.  671. 


60  Stat.  1089. 
7  USC  361f . 


61  Stat.  7; 
23  Stat.  31. 
21  USC  114o. 


67  Stat.  83. 
69  Stat.  683. 


60  Stat.  1089. 


7  USC  343. 

72  Stat.  189, 
72  Stat.  190. 


67  Stat.  83. 

69  Stat.  683. 
60  Stat.  1087. 


STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  pay¬ 
ments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry  into  effect  the 
provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  as  amended 
by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (7  U.  S.  C.  361a-361i) ,  including 
administration  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture, 
$31,053,708;  and  payments  authorized  under  section  204  (b)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946 
(7  U.  S.  C.  1623),  $500,000;  in  all,  $31,553,708. 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended, 
$250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 

Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the  arrest  and 
eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleuro¬ 
pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals,  or 
European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and- 
mouth  disease  and  rinderpest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29, 
1884,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  391;  21  U.  S.  C.  111-122),  including 
expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act  of  February  28, 1947, 
the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appropriations  or  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  bureaus,  corporations,  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such 
sums  as  he  may  deem  necessary,  but  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  for  eradi¬ 
cation  of  vesicular  exanthema  of  swine,  to  be  available  only  in  an 
emergency  which  threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the 
country,  and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under  this 
bead  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  sucli  trans¬ 
ferred  amounts :  Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  subject  to 
applicable  provisions  contained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
Agricultural  Research  Service”. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  pay¬ 
ments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7  U.  S.  C.  341- 
348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 1955  (7U.  S.  C.  347a),  $52,220,000;  and 
payments  and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204  (b)-205  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1623-1624), 
$1,495,000;  in  all,  $53,715,000:  Provided ,  Tliat  funds  hereby  appro¬ 
priated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not 
be  paid  to  any  State,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  avail¬ 
ability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources  for  expenditure 
during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share 
of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  extension  employees,  $5,479,375. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative  extension 
agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $1,868,480. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the  Smith-Lever 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26, 1953  (7  U.  S.  C.  341-348) ,  and 
the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7  U.  S.  C.  347a),  and  extension  aspects  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627),  and 
to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension  work 
of  the  Department  and  the  several  States,  Territories,  and  insular 
possessions,  $2,096,540. 
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Farmer  Cooperative  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2,  1926  44  stat.  802. 

(7  U.  S.  C.  451—157),  $578,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 


CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 


For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f),  including  preparation  of  49  stat.  163. 
conservation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil 
and  water  (including  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such 
special  measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  silta- 
tion  of  reservoirs) ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification 
and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase  and 
erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation  and 
maintenance  of  aircraft  ;  $74,780,000:  Provided ,  That  the  cost  of  any 
permanent  building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of 
the  cost  of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and  con¬ 
necting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  build¬ 
ings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other 
purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  eight  buildings  to  be 
constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building 
and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  perma¬ 
nent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year 
in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  further ,  That 
no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction 
of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government:  Pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the  State  has 
established  a  central  State  agency  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its  agencies  on  policies  and  general 
programs  for  the  saving  of  its  soil  by  the  extension  of  Federal  aid 
to  any  soil  conservation  district  in  such  State,  the  agreements  made 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  with  any  such  soil  conservation 
district  shall  have  the  prior  approval  of  such  central  State  agency 
before  they  shall  become  effective  as  to  such  district:  Provided  Restrictions. 
further ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935 
(16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f),  in  demonstration  projects:  Provided  further,  49  stat.  163. 
That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  72  stat,  190, 
the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  /72  Stat.  191. 
(5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  58  stat.  742. 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  :  Provided  further ,  That  qualified  local  engi-  60  stat,  810. 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the 
technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 


WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investigations,  and  re¬ 
search  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  including,  but  not  lim¬ 
ited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing 
of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 

1954,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  1001-1007),  and  the  provisions  of  the  68  stat.  666. 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f),  to  remain  available  49  stat-  163* 
until  expended,  $25,500,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to 
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58  Stat. 
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53  Stat. 

54  Stat. 
64  Stat. 


70  Stat. 

72  Stat. 
72  Stat. 


49  Stat. 


71  Stat. 


the  Department  for  watershed  protection  purposes:  Provided ,  That 
not  to  exceed  $100,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
742.  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946 
8io.  (5U.  S.  C.  55a). 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Act, 
1570.  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.  S.  C.  701-709),  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to 
the  activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  sec¬ 
ond  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C. 
742.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 

810.  55a) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which  shall 

be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated 
or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes :  Pro¬ 
vided, ,  That  no  part  of  sucli  funds  shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of 
lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific 
approval  of  the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which 
such  lands  are  situated. 

WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the  Depart- 
1418.  uient  under  the  Acts  of  August  11,  1939,  and  October  14,  1940  (16 
1119.*  U.  S.  C.  590y-z-10),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  June  28,  1949 
769.  (63  Stat.  277),  and  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C.  1033-39),  relating 

to  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  $335,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged  with  the  un¬ 
expended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  said  Depart¬ 
ment  for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of  conserva¬ 
tion  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16  (b)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of 
1115.  August  7,  1956  (16  U.  S.  C.  590p),  $10,000,000  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

191.  _ 

192.  Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program  authorized 
in  sections  7  to  15, 16  (a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domes- 
1148.  tic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16 
U.  S.  C.  590g-590  (o),  590p  (a),  and  590q),  including  not  to  exceed 
$6,000  for  the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such 
displays  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States;  $235,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31  of  the 
next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the  program  of  soil¬ 
building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  authorized  under 
this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Ad- 
336,  ministration  Appropriation  Act,  1958,  carried  out  during  the  period 
July  1,  1957,  to  December  31,  1958,  inclusive:  Provided ,  That  not  to 
exceed  $24,698,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 
be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses 
for  carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial  photographs,  how¬ 
ever,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limitation  ;  but  not  more  than  $5,025,- 
800  shall  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative 
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expenses,  section  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938*’:  Pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be 
used  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  em¬ 
ployees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall  not 
preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at 
the  county  level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further,  That  such 
amounts  shall  he  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1959  program  of 
soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act 
of  February  29,  193C>,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000,  includ¬ 
ing  administration,  and  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500, 
except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches 
join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve 
the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community) :  Provided  further.  That 
no  change  shall  be  made  in  such  1959  program  which  will  have  the 
effect,  in  any  county,  of  restricting  eligibility  requirements  or  cost¬ 
sharing  on  practices  included  in  either  the  1957  or  the  1958  programs, 
unless  such  change  shall  have  been  recommended  by  the  county  com¬ 
mittee  and  approved  by  the  State  committee:  Provided  further ,  That 
not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  1959  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  with¬ 
held  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its 
technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical 
and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  com¬ 
mittee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under 
the  same  conditions:  Provided  further ,  That  for  the  1959  program 
$2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,000 
shall  be  available  for  conservation  practices  related  directly  to  flood 
prevention  work  in  approved  watersheds:  Provided  further.  That 
such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers, 
lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing 
services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid 
them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary 
under  programs  provided  for  herein:  Provided  further.  That  no  part 
of  any  funds  available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office, 
corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department, 
shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or 
travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating 
the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political  activities-', 
approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section 
1913,  to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which 
prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  per¬ 
sonal  services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a 
Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appro¬ 
priation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through 
the  proper  official  channels. 


52  Stat.  69. 
7  USC  1392. 


49  Stat.  1148. 
16  USC  590g- 
590q. 


72  Stat.  192. 

72  Stat.  193. 
Restriction. 


53  Stat.  1147. 

5  USC  118k  note. 

62  Stat.  792. 
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Agricultural  Marketing  Service 


MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 

F or  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service  to  improve 
and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating  to  agriculture  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C* 
60  stat.  1087.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  including  the  administration  of  market¬ 
ing  regulatory  acts  connected  therewith :  Provided ,  That  appropria- 
58  stat.  742.  tions  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.  S.  C.  565a  for 
the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve¬ 
ments,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting  any  one 
building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for  two  buildings  to  be 
constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the 
cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  $3,750  or  3  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever 
is  greater: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  research  and 
development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution,  for 
analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and  population,  and  demand 
for  farm  products,  and  for  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  $14,195,000 : 
Provided ,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and 
conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and 
the  consumer :  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein 
appropriated  shall  be  available  for  any  expense  incident  to  ascertain¬ 
ing,  collating,  or  publishing  a  report  stating  the  intention  of  farmers 
as  to  the  acreage  to  be  planted  in  cotton,  or  for  estimates  of  apple 
production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop; 

Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts  connected  therewith, 
and  for  administration  and  coordination  of  payments  to  States, 
$20,659,000,  including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates 
not  to  exceed  $50  per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at 
not  to  exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  in  carrying 
out  section  201  (a)  to  201  (d),  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.  S.  C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j) 
of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 

52  Stat.  36. 

60  Stat.  1088. 
7  USC  1622. 


72  Stat. 


72  Stat. 


193 

1947 


u 


PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 


For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and  depart¬ 
ments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing  activities  under 
60  stat.  1089.  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1623  (b)),  $1,160,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  National 
60  stat.  230.  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  C.  1751-1760),  $110,000,000:  Provided , 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assist- 
42  use  1754.  ance  under  section  5  of  said  Act:  Provided  further ,  That  $35,000,000 
shall  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under 
49  stat.  774.  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  distribu- 
7  use  612o,  tion  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  section 

42  use  1755.  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  such  additional  funds  to  be  used 

for  the  general  purposes  of  section  32. 
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Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSE8 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  in¬ 
cluding  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricidtural  Act  of  1954  (7 
U.  S.  C.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate 
and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection  with  foreign 
agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation 
allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved 
August  3,  1956  (7  U.  S.  C.  1766),  $4,002,300 :  Provided,  That  not  less 
than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign  production 
and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries 
to  move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1-I7a),  $832,000. 

Soil  Bank  Programs 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  reserve  program 
as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  TJ.  S.  C. 
1831-1837  and  1802-1814) ,  $200,000,000 :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed 
$16,000,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  which  not 
less  than  $12,750,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account 
“Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938”:  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be 
used  to  enter  into  contracts  with  producers  which  together  with  con¬ 
tracts  already  entered  into  would  require  payments  to  producers  ( in¬ 
cluding  the  cost  of  materials  and  services)  in  excess  of  $375,000,000  in 
any  calendar  year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limitation,  prac¬ 
tice  payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first  year  of  the  contract 
period :  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid 
on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of 
lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on  annual  payments  to  par- 
ticipants:  Provided  further ,  That  hereafter  no  conservation  reserve 
contract  shall  be  entered  into  which  provides  for  (1)  payments  for 
conservation  practices  in  excess  of  the  average  rate  for  comparable 
practices  under  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program,  or  (2)  annual 
rental  payments  in  excess  of  20  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  land  placed 
under  contract,  such  value  to  be  determined  without  regard  to  physical 
improvements  thereon  or  geographic  location  thereof.  In  determin¬ 
ing  the  value  of  the  land  for  this  purpose,  the  county  committee  shall 
take  into  consideration  the  estimate  of  the  landowner  or  operator  as  to 
the  value  of  such  land  as  well  as  his  certificate  as  to  the  production 
history  and  productivity  of  such  land. 

ACREAGE  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  an  acreage  reserve  program  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subtitles  A  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank 
Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1821-1824  and  1802-1814),  $330,000,000:  Provided , 
That  not  to  exceed  $13,000,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this 
head  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses :  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  formulate  and  ad¬ 
minister  an  acreage  reserve  program  with  respect  to  the  1959  crops. 


68  Stat.  908. 


70  Stat.  1034. 


49  Stat.  1491. 


70  Stat.  191, 
196. 


52  Stat.  68. 
7  USC  1388. 


72  Stat.  194. 

72  Stat.  195. 


70  Stat.  189, 
196. 
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52  Stat.  38. 


61  Stat.  922. 


49  Stat.  1363. 


7  USC  907, 
903. 


72  Stat.  195. 

72  Stat.  196. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


50  Stat.  522. 


60  Stat.  711. 
50  Stat.  869 j 
63  Stat.  735. 


Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant  to  provisions  of  title 
III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  C.  1301-1393),  $39,715,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $6,380,100 
shall  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative 
expenses,  section  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.  S.  C.  1101-1161),  $76,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided , 
That  expenditures  (including  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for 
other  than  payments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,124,500. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  ( 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  901-924),  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  3  (a)  of 
said  Act  as  follows:  Rural  electrification  program,  $317,000,000;  and 
rural  telephone  program,  $67,500,000;  and  additional  amounts,  not 
to  exceed  $25,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be  borrowed  under  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required 
during  the  fiscal  year  1959  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the 
expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrification  pro¬ 
gram  and  rural  telephone  program. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed  $500  for  finan¬ 
cial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  $9,019,000. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and  the  related 
provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1000-1031)  ;  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1001,  note;  31  U.  S.  C.  82h;  12  U.  S.  C.  371; 
35  D.  C.  Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946 
(40  U.  S.  C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended  (16 
U.  S.  C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the  development  of  facilities  for  water 
storage  and  utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United 
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States;  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (42  U.  S.  C.  1471—1483) ?  relating  to  financial  assistance  for 
farm  housing;  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquida¬ 
tion  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.  S.  C.  440-444) ;  the  items 
“Loans  to  farmers,  1948  flood  damage'’  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans  to  farmers,  property  damage”  in  the 
Act  of  May  24,  1949  (63  Stat.  82) ;  the  collecting  and  servicing  of 
credit  sales  and  development  accounts  in  water  conservation  and 
utilization  projects  (53  Stat.  685,719),  as  amended  and  supplemented 
(16  U.  S.  C.  590y,  z — 1  and  z — 10) ;  and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain  mineral  interests,  approved 
September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C.  1033-1039),  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes  under 
section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  and 
advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and  preservation  of  security  of 
obligations  under  the  foregoing  several  authorities,  except  that  such 
advances  under  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall 
be  made  from  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 
amended)  :  Title  1  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed 
$2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to  States  and  Territories  without  regard 
to  farm  population  and  prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the 
amount  otherwise  distributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects 
and  to  entrymen  on  unpatented  public  land;  title  II  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000;  the  Act  of  August 
28,  1937,  as  amended,  $5,500,000:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  the 
foregoing  several  amounts  shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  witli  the  provisions  set  forth 
under  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act, 
1952:  Provided  further ,  That  an  additional  amount,  not  to  exceed 
$20,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions 
to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during  fiscal  year  1959 
under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly 
conduct  of  the  loan  programs  under  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  which  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  under  title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  as 
amended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured  mortgages, 
the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under  prior  authority,  the 
liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to  Farmers’  Home  Administration, 
and  other  administrative  expenses,  $29,089,500,  together  with  a  trans¬ 
fer  of  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 
charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  section  12  of 
the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1005 
(b)),  and  section  10  (c)  of  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or  dues  for  the 
use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field  service,  $2,968,000. 


63  Stat.  432. 

64  Stat.  98. 


53  Stat.  1418; 

54  Stat.  1119. 
64  Stat.  769. 


50  Stat.  531. 
7  USC  1024. 


63  Stat.  432, 
438. 

42  USC  1471, 
1481. 

50  Stat.  522, 
530. 

50  Stat.  524. 
7  USC  1007- 
1009. 

50  Stat.  869; 
68  Stat.  735. 
16  USC  590r- 
590x-3. 

65  Stat.  240. 


72  Stat.  196. 

72  Stat.  197. 


50  Stat.  522, 
530. 


7  USC  1005b. 

68  Stat.  736. 
16  USC  590x-3. 
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60  Stat.  237. 


34  Stat.  690. 


Yearbook  of 
Agrioulture. 
28  Stat.  612. 


26  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 
72  Stat.  197. 

72  Stat.  198. 


61  Stat.  584. 
31  USC  849. 


Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture ;  expenses 
of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Commission;  stationery,  sup¬ 
plies,  materials,  and  equipment;  freight,  express,  and  drayage 
charges;  advertising  of  bids,  communication  service,  postage,  wash¬ 
ing  towels,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies 
and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  prac¬ 
tical  and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture ;  $2,668,895 : 
Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applica¬ 
ble  appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of 
hearings  as  required  by  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.  S.  C. 
1001). 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for  the  dis-/ 
semination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordination  of  infor-  V 
mational  work  and  programs  authorized  by  Congress  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  $1,359,265,  of  which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000 
may  be  used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the 
interests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an  equal 
proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered  to  or  sent  out 
under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the  Senators,  Representa¬ 
tives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.  S.  C.  417) 
and  not  less  than  two  hundred  thirty  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Year¬ 
book  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of  Janu¬ 
ary  12,  1895  (44  U.  S.  C.  241)  :  Provided ,  That  in  the  preparation  of 
motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Department,  not  exceeding  a  total 
of  $10,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574), 
as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) . 

Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  membership  in( 
societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications  to  members  only  or 
at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to  subscribers  who  are  not  mem¬ 
bers,  $772,000. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 

The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby  authorized  to 
make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of  funds  and  borrowing  au¬ 
thority  available  to  each  such  corporation  or  agency  and  in  accord  with 
law,  and  to  make  such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to 
fiscal  year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  in  carrying 
out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1959  for 
such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided : 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 

Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  administrative  and  operating  expenses 
may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 
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Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 

To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30,  1957,  pursuant  to 
section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8, 1938,  as  amended  ( 15  U.  S.  C.  713a-l) , 
$1,760,399,886. 


LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any  activity  or  any 
program  authorized  by  law :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $35,398,000 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation : 
Provided  further ,  That $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter: 
Provided  further ,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section 
3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts 
and  at  such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  opera¬ 
tions:  Provided  further ,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including  legal 
and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  in¬ 
cluding  other  personal  services)  in  connection  with  the  acquisition, 
operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or 
personal  property  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an 
interest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  an  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes  hereof. 

TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

Not  to  exceed  $2,125,000  (from  assessments  collected  from  farm 
credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for 
administrative  expenses. _ _ 

Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 

The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized  to  make 
such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in  accordance  with  law, 
as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its  assets:  Provided ,  That  funds 
realized  from  the  liquidation  of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the 
Board  of  Directors  to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses 
of  liquidation  shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

Federal  Intermediate  Credit  Banks 

Not  to  exceed  $1,693,000  (to  be  computed  on  an  accrual  basis)  of 
the  funds  of  the  banks  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses 
for  the  six  months  ending  December  31,  1958,  including  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only 
and  services  performed  for  the  banks  by  other  Government  agencies 
(except  services  and  facilities  furnished  and  examinations  made  by 
the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  and  services  performed  by  any 
Federal  Reserve  bank  and  by  the  United  States  Treasury  in  connection 
with  the  financial  transactions  of  the  banks) ;  and  said  total  sum  shall 
be  exclusive  of  interest  expense,  legal  and  special  services  performed 
on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  and  expenses  in  connection  with  the  ac- 


52  Stat.  107. 


64  Stat.  765. 
31  USC  665. 


72  Stat.  198. 

72  Stat.  199. 
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quisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  protection,  or  dis¬ 
position  of  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the  banks  or  in 
which  they  have  an  interest. 


Passenger 
motor  vehioles. 


Employment  of 
aliens. 


Uniform 

allowanoes. 

60  Stat.  1114. 


Cotton  price 
predictions. 


Purchase  of 
twine. 


60  Stat.  1082- 
1091. 

68  Stat.  574. 

7  USC  427i . 


Publicity  or 
propaganda. 


TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


72 

~TT 


Stat. 
Stat 

Short 


199 


J 


Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law,  appropriations 
and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department  under  this  Act  shall 
be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition  to  those  specifically  pro¬ 
vided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  466  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which 
462  shall  be  for  replacement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment  under  the  appropriation 
for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  shall 
be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor  as  authorized  by  the 
Act  of  September  1, 1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131). 

Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Department  > 
who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or  ( 
any  division,  commission,  or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be 
issued,  any  prediction,  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage 
threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or  incident  to 
research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable  domestic  product 
is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine  manufactured  from  commodities 
or  materials  produced  outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations  of  the 
Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized  by  the  Acts 
of  August  14,  1946,  and  July  28,  1954  (7  U.  S.  C.  427,  1621-1629), 
shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  or 
of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any  corporation  or  agency 
included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  pur¬ 
poses  to  support  or  defeat  legislation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act,  1959”. 

Approved  June  13,  1958. 
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